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ABSTRACT
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substantiated for gifted and talented learners. Other conclusions
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substantially from effects reported for average and low ability
learners; full time, Pullout, and within-class grouping can all
produce substantial academic gains; and there is little impact on
self~esteem and a moderate gain in attitude toward subject ir full
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ABSTRACT
In this paper 13 research syntheses were described, analyzed, and evaluated to determine
the academic, social, and effects of a variety of grouping practices upon
leamers who are gifted and mmfmgmm
synthesized: (1) ability grouping for enrichmeat; (2) mi tymummfw
teg\darinsmwﬁm;mdﬂ)mﬁngform;ua&m.Ammeﬁve two

best-evidence syntheses, and ont ethnographic/survey research synthesis on abili
grouping, it was found that: (a) there are varying academic ocutcomes for the several formas
daﬁﬁymﬁg&nhwwmﬁmu(ia,mﬁn&lmmm
instruction, cross-grade grouping, enrichment pull-out, wi
mx); (b) the academic outcomes of these forms of ability grouping substantially
the effects reported for average and low ability learners; (c) full-time ility grouping
(tracking) . mMnyialmdaﬁcgains;(Q)mﬂbmengidmeqt options
produce su tial academic gains in general achievement, critical ing, and creativity;
(e) within-class grouping and regrouping for specific instruction opti produce
grouping su ﬁ gains; uster grouping produces
Mmmmmsmmmxummammmm
toward subject in full-time ability grouping options.

Fmdnmmen-awlysumdmben—ev%xsynmwisonmed-abiﬁtymmﬁw
Mn;maemmmwmmummmwmmm
advantages of either mixed-ability or like-ability forms, Although no research had been
dhemdspedﬁcanymmesemmomsfmgiﬂedmdmlmmdsmdm&m“sm
evidence to suggest sizeable affective outcomes. Across one meta-analysis and one best-
mmmmmm several forms of acceleration
(Compacting), Grade Telescoping, Subject Acceleration, and Earl Adnnu;:im Coll.
5 g n, y to College.

Moderate academic gains were found for Advanced Placement, Either small or trivial
eﬁmmfouﬂfg_ﬂwsesixwﬁomfmsodaﬁuﬁmmdpsychobgicaladjwmnt

conceming j
practices. Claims for the academic superiority of mixed- ity grouping or for whole
group instructional practices were not substantiated for and malented leamers. A
series of guidelines for practice, based upon the synthesized was included.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The recent debate on ability grouping has raised a number of educaticnal issues for
teachers and school administrators. 10 restructure or transform schools,
s Mmf.?m&nm&mmb;nm Tm

most forms of grouping ly'n:yh ve also suggested
bcleaming hythe oo O ‘ -

insuuctionaldehva mnnycasesmis
restructuring has included the cma.nd

fmthegiﬁedandtalamdmmenmd‘m “The Research” hasbeen

reformers as the rationale for such classroom changes (George, 1988; Slavin, 1

Oakes, 1985). Unfortunately, the research does not to have been searched

comprehensively, but the is also With a literature base of over

700 studies on ability grouping ik & Kulik, 1982) and over 300 studies on cooperative

learning (Johnson, Johnson & Maruyama, 1983; Slavin, 1984), it is highly unlikely that

mymhuhashad&emmwmmmkemeﬁecnwmﬂyssofﬁesem
mgcalt' ofm h;?ﬂge bases. Bdmal n113the Wmm

represent analyses of parts y analyzing

ommacqmawmdc:mmgdwmmemc&:muyhasm

gmupmgbyab:luyinmmm gsmdcntswhomgiﬁed tnlentedﬁx
the purposes of enrichment and in specific.

‘Two synthesis techniques have been developed in recent years to accommodate the
huge reseerch data bases we have accumulated over time: meta-analysis and best-evidence
s_ynthens. In both techniques, the synthesizer must conduct an exhaustive search of the
hmmmmmh.anddmammamgemanmemhmdm
calculate a general effect for the instructional practice being synthesized. The metric of
EﬁemSin,apncedminuoducedbyMGhssinlWG.hasbmusedmm
syntheses techniques (except the Gamoran & Berends synthesis, 1987) to communicate the
mﬂwmdmmmwmmwmchmm

m{nmxsmbumd. Effect Sizes of +.30 or higher are accepted as indicative
ofsnbsmn of the experimental practice over its control (¢.g., ability grouping vs.
ndiﬂmalclassmominsm:cmnmthomgrwping) SuchmBﬁectSizemﬂdindimean
appmdmmdueem additional gain on a uivalent score continuum of a
Effect Si mpo:'tﬁj m?gm&mmmlm;mﬂmﬁ
ect Sizes 20T08S
used with students who are gified and talented. d

ix 8



Ability Grouping for Enrichmen

Across the five meta-analyses (Kulik & Kulik, 1982, 1984, 1990; Kulik, 1985;
Vaughan, 1990), the two best-evidence syntheses (Slavin, 1987, 1990), and one
ethoogmphic/survey

research synthesis ( & Berends, 1987), the following
conclusions can be drawn:
1. While fill-time ability grouping ( ) for regular instruction makes no
discernible Jdifference in the academic at of average and low sbility

mdems (Slavin, 1987, 1990; Kuiik & Kulik, 1982, 1984, 1985, 1590), it
produce substantial academic fmgiftadsmdemsmﬂdﬁm-mm
s%nl l&?egxhedmdmlemed(l(ulik&kuhk. 1982, 1954, 1085,

2. High ability student groups have more extensive plans to anend coliege and are
more likely to enroll in college, but the rescarch has not beca sbie to substantiate
that this is divectly influenced by grouping (Gamoran & Berends, 1987).
Likewise, research has not been able to substantiste that there are marked
differences in the quatity of teachers who work with high students or in
the instructional strategies and leaming time apportioned in classes. Itis
probable that the substantial gains in achievement reported for gifted and

y mlenwdsmdenrsméaftheBmchsynmeses:spmducedhymemnm
of greater degrees of leaming ual,mdmswhommmedmthm
students and in their subject, andﬂaemllingmss smdentstoleam
while in 8 classroom with other interested, ability lean

3. Ability ing for enrichment, especially when enrichment is part of 2 within
class mngpmnmmuawdbmmmwudumsubmw
amdelmc in general achievement, critical thinking, and creativity for the

gxftedmdtalemed leamner (Vaughan, 1990).

4. Abﬂnygoupmg,whe:hwfwmgularinsﬂucﬁmmmchm:pmposes.has
gt;k thu? :shg?:tdet:lmzlf but in special f gifted
isa in csteem, but in or
smdents, there mmchanges in self-esteen fKullk&Kum 19900,
Enrichment pul %gmmshowonlyamﬂbu:posmvcinmmself-
esteem(Vanghanl

s. Ahiitympmgforﬂw produces a moderate improvement in attitude
toward the students are A moderate improvement in

attitude bjecthasbeen found for all levels when
homogeneously grouped on a full-time basis (Kulxk & Kulik, 1982, 1990).

6. Ability grouping is not synonymous with “tracking” (Slavin, 1987, 1950). It
may take many beneficial to learners, includin full-mne
specialmbg?ct “ gmuﬂfwm fonhe

m'
mmschoolcmﬁculnm, chmmt,andwm
mng,asweﬂasclummmng(!(nhk&%l%)

cach grou mwg:yfm'smdemswhomgifwdandnhnndisits
provision of the format for ennching or accelerating the curriculum they are

offered(Kulik&Kuhk.l”O) It is unlikely that grouping itself causes
academic gains; rather, what goes on in the group does.

X J




Cooperative Learning for Regular Instruction

Across the two major meta-analyses (Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson &
Skon, 1981; Johnson, Johnson & Maruyams, 1983) and one best-cvidence synthesis
(Slavin, 1990) on the academic and nonacademic effects of mixed-ability cooperative
grouping, the followiag conclusions may be drawn:

1.

Coope:aﬁvelmmng' in mixed-ability for regular instruction cannot be
Mwhmﬂny% and talented learners. Likewii:e.
is no research below ege % Support cooperative leaming

like-ability groups for gifted students (Robinson, 1990),

. Although there is some evidence to support sizable academic effects for those

forms of learning that incorporate mdxvxdualmskacwmmbimge
(Slavin, 1990), Little research has been reponed which would allow this o
extrapolated to the gifted population.

. Although there is some evidence to support sizable affective outcomes for

mixed ability cooperative learning, particularly for the of culturally
mmmmnymmmmmg(xmm&
Maruyama, 1983; Slavin, 1990), no research has been which would
2llow this to be extrapolated to the gifted population i 1990).

Grouping for Accelerstion

Across the one meta-analysis (Kulik & Kulik, 1984) and onic best-evidence
synthesis (Rogers, 1991) on accelerative practices for gifted students, the following
conclusions about grouping for accelertion can be draws:

1.

2.

Grouping for the acceleration of curriculum for gifted studer ts produces
substantial academic gains for the ft ans of Nongraded Clussrooms, Curriculum
Compression ( ing), Grade Telescoping (Rapid Progression at Junior
or Senior High), Subject Acceleration, and Early Admission to College.
Advanced Placement programs were found to produce moderate, nearly
significant academic gains as well (Rogers, 1991).

Those forms of acceleration for which groups of gifted learners may be
involved do not appear to have a direct impact on self-esteem, either positively
or negatively (Kulik & Kulik, 1984; Rogers, 1991). It is apparent that a host of
other environmental, personological, and academic variables are more directly
involved with changes in self-esteem.



Recommendations for Practices Involving Ability Grouping

Based on conclusions drawn from the research syntheses, the guidelines
are offered for educators who are considering various grouping options for students,

GUIDELINE ONE: Students who are academically or intellectually
gifted and talented should spend the majority of their school day with
others of similar abilities and interests. :

Discussion: What forms this option may take are open: Both general intellectual
ity grouping programs (such as School Within a School, Gifted Magnet Schools, Full-
i Programs, or Gifted Classrooms) and full-time grouping for special academic
ability as Magnet Schools) have produced marked scademc achievement gains as
well as moderate increases in attitude toward the subjects in which these students are

GUIDELINE TWO: The Cluster Grouping of a small number of
students, either intellectually gifted or gifted in a similar academic domain,
within an otherwise heterogeneously gronged classroom can be considered
when schools cannot support a full-time gifted p m {either
demographically, economically, or philosophically).

Discussion: The "Cluster Teacher” must, however, be sufficiently trained to work
with gifted students, must be given adequate preparation time and must be willing to devote
apvrmﬂommmmtofdasmmﬁnnmmeditmgwiﬁonnﬂmingexpedmmfw
the cluster group.

GUIDELINE THREE: In the absence of full-time gifted program
enrollment, gifted and talented students m.ight be offered specific group
instruction across grade levels, according to their individual knowledge
acq::‘ls:tlon lnd.sehool subjects, either in conjunction with cluster grouping
or ts stea

Discussion: This "cross grade grouping” option has been found effective for the
%’ and ta)lemed in both single subject and full-time programming (i.e., Nongraded

CUIDELINE FOUR: Students who are gifted and talented should be
given experiences involving a variety of appropriate acceleration-based
options, which may be offered to gifted studenis as a group or on an
individual basis.

Discussion: It is, of course, important to consider the social and psychological

adjustment of each student for whom such options are being considered as well as
cognitive capabilities in making the optimal match to the student's needs.

11



GUIDELINE FIVE: Students who are gifted and talented should be
given experiences which involve various forms of enrichment thst extend
the regular school curriculum, leading to the more complete development
of concepts, principles, and generalizations.

Discussion: This enrichment could be ided within the classroom through
numerous curriculum delivery models y used in the field, or in the form of
enrichment pullout programs.

GUIDELINE SIX: Mixed-ability Cooperative Learning should be
used sparingly for students who are gifted and talented, perhaps only for
social skills development programs.

Discussion; Unﬁlevidenmiswcmmmedmmisfmmofwuaﬁwuammg
provides academic outcomes similar or superior to the various forms of ability grouping,
1t is important to continue with the grouping practices that are supported by research.

ERIC 12
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Table 1
Effects Sizes Reported for
Research-Supported Gifted Program Options

Option Effect Size
Early Entrance to School 36
Subject Acceleration ( ) :g
Curriculum Compression (Compacting) .
Grade Skipping 78
Enrichment (pullout) - curriculum >xtension .65
Enriched Classes Ability Grouped .33
Cross-grade Grouping (reading, math) 45
Nongraded Classes .38
Concurrent Efgogknept o0 (reading, math) gg
Regrouping pecific Instruction (reading, .
Advanced Placement 29
Credit by Examination 75
Cluster ing (specific differentiation) .62
Separate Classes for Gifted 33
Johnson's "Learning Together” 0
Slavin's TGT 38
_l§ellavin's STL (combination) . gg
Menworship 42

Note: The Effect Sizes listed caanot be directly compared with others in the table. Some
represent one-time academic gains, while others may be possibly cumulative gains,
progressively increasing the longer the practice is used. The quality of the criterion
measures used varies greatly from practice to practice also, thereby confounding any cross-
comparisons to be made.
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Inmcpastfivcyemmemmd‘ grouping smdemsbyabilityhashm
for reducing thedemndsmmdmsmd the
mmievemtof mmsﬁdmmfmmmﬁng practice (for
mmmﬁ% IQMMW il mthe
over
practices (for example, Johnson & Johnson, 1990; Slavin, 1990). Amidst all the
Lsonemnmﬂtme E&chmmcbamdwﬂmclum"memd:sum
ﬂleconclusionsdram With a literature base of over 700 studies on ability
(Kulik & Kulik, 1982), over 300 studies on cooperative learning (Johnson, &
Mamymm.l983 Slavin, 1984), and over 300 studies on accelerative options involving

mlwn,itmwmtmatnomglembauwﬁmis
dehb:mc.lytryingm general public or the educational decision maker. It is

more likely that an effective analysis of the literature bases on grouping issues has not been
unlertaken, a mistake this paper will attempt to correct.

SECTION ONE: APPROACHES TO RESEARCH

mmmmmfmgamﬂammmmmdmﬂmgmwmmin

educational ice: (1) the "charisma” approach; (2) the "I found this m
3 the” and oranges” approach; and, (4) the "best-evidence”
decision-malnmneedtoundustand and their strengths and weaknesses
in order to effectively "consume” or even sense of the research on educational
practice.

The "Charisma”™ Apporoach

Charismatic and articulate educators (with feehngsabommmwm)
can mske broad, listic claims that their ions are "research

with little challenge nun-:mchusmthetypmlaudxme. The research cited by
such educatore is often tangential or focused on only a small part of the total research base.
For example, references 1o ine "research” againsttmchn Dakes (1985), reflected one
relmvelysmll, dmgnedcase of25 mhigbschodscondnmd

y. The for middle
smool studenty: cmed by (1988), mﬂemd, rems

conducted by ‘slavin (1 meoffonrfomsofahﬂitympmg hﬁgw
mﬁwbtm@i%% (m small, = dnigned

vere onone quasi-
experimmal mqmingmew:mﬁg?- ion cfX of a five-day
mﬁmnﬁed)smdents(]ohnm,lolmn,&smm, 1982). References to the research

18



supporting acceleration for gifted students by Slavin (1988) have reflecied primarily on the
case studies of the Center for Talented Youth involving subject acceleration in mathematics.
with no consideration of previous reviews of research or meta-analyses.

The "1 Found This Study” Approach

For what also might be called the "mailbox effect,” this approach is frequently used
bymeducaﬁuwdacidm%wwﬁwm”gm&mmm s view
m&mugm»m and school staff. Decisions are then made
to change practice based on this imited and possibly biased research base. The

sppropriate :

reviewers have attempted o keep "box scores” of all the studies on a practice which
support or negate that practice and then have “voted™ the box with the highest number of
confirming or studies the winner, concerns have been maised about the validity of
the conclusions drawn (Light & Smith, 1971; Jackson, 1980; Cook & Leviton, 1980;
Hedges & Olkin, 1984; Slavin, 1984). As Mark Twain quipped in his Autobiography,
"The thirteenth stroke of a clock is not only false of itself, but casts grave doubts on the
credibility of the preceding twelve.”

The "Apples and Oranges" Approach

Educators coined the term, " andm‘rln_ﬁ“apmhwhmmcmhmuc' of
met-analysis was first introduced 1976). This approach involves an attempt to
collect all experimental and comparative research studies conducted on a strategy and to
average across all the studies to calculate a mean "Effect Size." The Effect Size is first
calculated for each study inciuded, using the formula, ES = Me-Mc / 5, where M represents
the mean scores, respectively, of the experimental (¢) and control (¢) groups and
summarizes the general direction and degree of outcome between the two groups. These
individual Effect Sizes are then averaged to calculate the mean Effect Size across all the
studies. In many cascs, this averaging process is done regardless of the quality of
individual research studies included, the sample sizes in the studies, the period in which the
studies were conducted, or the specific form of the strategy. Such was the case for the first
uses of meta-analysis in gifted edneation. Kulik and Kulik's (1982) synthesis of research
on ability grouping with secondary students included studies of within-class and between-
class grouping, added thes= studies across junior high and seaior high students, and made
no allowance for size of sample or differences in research design (for example, three track
XYZ studies were combined with studies comparing students of like ability enrolled or not
enrolled in special programs). The Kuliks' subsequent meta-analysis on acceleration for
gifted students (1984) included studies of grade skipping and csriculum compression
across students at all grade levels, and again made no allowance for size of sample or
strength of research design.

Other examples of the "apples and oranges” approach as i: applies to syntheses on
issues abound. For example, the discrepancies between ihe leamning
of Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson, and Skon (1981) and Slavin
(1990) are generally due to differences in the selection of which studies can be collectively
averaged to produce the “Effect Size" metric. Because Slavin disallowed studies with a
cooperative leaming treatment of fewer than 20 class periods, nonrandomized or

19



unmaiched assignments to treatment, use of criterion measures for which treatment but not
mdmhﬁmsmmmummmmwmmg,
golf swing) were compared, »aly nine of the Johnson et al. studies overiapped thosc in his
best-evidence synthesis (Slr.vin, 1990). Despite the potential for misinterpreting the effects
of such a synthesis of reseurch, there can be a greater degree of validity in drawing
conclusions about the effects of an instructional practice when care has been taken to use
well-defined a priori criteria for inclusion in a meta-snalysis.

Concemns have also been raised about the limitations of the measures used in those
studies which can be quantitatively combined that asvess achievement. Most often,
stangardized tests of achievement have been used, with no documentation that the tests
actually measure what was taught in the experimental study or that the tests provided

generous enough ceilings or were given at out-of-grade levels to differentiate for
achievement at the extremes of ability. For instance, no difference in achievement might be

the conclusion drawn about gifted students who were ability grouped if they and their
equilly gifted controls had both scored at the ceiling of the criterion measure used to assess
differences in achievement, Likewise, there is some concemn that achicvement may be
measured only in part by standardized tests. Grouping outcomes as measured by
achievement gains on standardized tests is an extremely limited perspective when viewing
the goals of and experiences provided in programs for the gified and taleated. Among the
many meta-analyses described in this report, only Vaughan's (1990) meta-analysis of
enrichment pullout programs appears to bave taken these concemns into account.

The Effect Size metric translates easily into understandable classroom
An Effect Size of +.30, generally accepted as indicative of modame,butwwiully
significant effects, would indicate any or all of the following interpretations:

1. The impro7ement (approximately three months' additional achievement) of
the group over the control group on a grade equivalent score
scale (Glass, McGaw, & Smith, 1981).

2. The superior performance of approximately 30% of the experimental group
over the control group on the criterion measure (Wolf, 1986).

3. The difference in standard deviation scores between groups of
one-third of the standand deviation unit higher for the

spproximately
experimental group (Glass, McGaw, & Smith, 1981).

4. The equivalent position of a school year’s teaching efforts - experimental
students were taught in three years what the contro] students would

accomplish in four (Glass, McGaw, & Smith, 1981).
The Best-Evidence Approach

The best-evidence approach uses collection and calculation procedures similar to
those for meta-analysis, but once all studies have been collected, the reviewer
them by instructional variation and selects the strongest studies for each variation to
synthesize, psually using the median mther than the mean Effect Size as the metric for
reporting. A test of homogeneity of effects is used to establish what will be considered the
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"best evidence” studies. Proposed by Slavin (1986), this approach combines the strengths
of meta-analytic and more traditional narrative reviews. Research designs other than quasi-
experimental and causal-compearative can be included and sample sizes can be statistically
weighted. Slavin noted:

The best-evidence synthesis...incorporates the quantification and systematic
literature search methods of meta-analysis with the detailed emphasis of critical
issues and study characteristics of the best traditional reviews in an attempt o
prvide a thorongh and unbiased means of synthesizing research and providing
cl.ar and useful conclusions. (p. 10)

Criticisms of the best-evidence approach have primarily been leveled at: (a) the role
of the synthesizer as both "judge and jury” of the research base (Guskey, 1987); (b) the
effects various differences in inclusion criteria might have on synthesis conclusions
(Abrami, Cohen, & d'Apollonia, 1988); (c) the dependence on "dated” studies (Hiebert,
1987); and (d) potential neglect of the conclusions to examine the conceptual adequacy of
the studies included for synthesis (Gamoran, 1987). All but the first criticism have also
veen leveled at the meta-analytic approach to research (Abrami, Cohen, & d'Apollonia,
1988). It becomes apparent that a thoughtful reader of the best-evidence synthesis must
remain vigilant to the possibility of these errors occurring, despite the potential this
approach has for dmwing generalizations about the specific effects of given educational

This approach has been used by Slavin to synthesize research on ability grouping
for elementary and seconcary students (1987, 1990), although all studies comparing
grouped gifted students with nongrouped gifted students were eliminated from the analysis.
Slavin has also used this approach to synthesize research on the academic effects of
cooperative leaming (1990). The approach has also been nsed by Rogers (1991) to
synthesize research or 12 accelerative options for gifted students, several of which involve
the grouping by ability of gified and talented leamers.

In addressing the research on grouping (enrichment, acceleration, cooperative
learning) there have been 13 major syntheses of research that use the meta-analysis or best-
evidence approach. While acknowledging the potential pitfalls of these approaches to
research, the remainder of this paper will draw conclusions about the issues relating to
grouping gifted and talented students for instruction. In other wonds, this paper will
nt;mtmmdmam—evahaﬁvcsymbedscfmemhsymhemmmping. The
13 syntheses are:

Gamoran, A., & Berends, M. (1987). The effects of stratification in secondary
schools: Synthesis of survey and ethnographic research. Review of
Educational Research, 57, 415-435.

Johnson, D. W., Johnson, R. T., & Maruyama, G. (1983). Interdependence and
interpersonal attraction among heterogeneous and homogeneous individuals:
A theoretical formulation and a meta-analysis of the research. Review of
Resec.ch in Education, 53, 415-424.
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Johnson, D. W,, Maruyama, G., Johnson, R., Nelson, D., & Skon, L. (1981).
Effects of cooperative, competitive, or individualistic goal structures on
schicvement: A mets-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 89 (1), 47-62.

Kulik, C-L. C. (1935). Effects of inter-class ability grouping on achievement and
self-esteem. Paper presented at the annual convention of the American

Association, Los Angeles, CA.
Kulik, C-L.C. &Ku!ik,l A. (1984). Mof»iﬂtygmmtzgondamum

Kulik, J. A., & Kulik, C-L. C. (1982). Effects of ability grouping on secondary
school students: A meta-analysis of evaluation findings. American
Educational Research Journal, 19, 415-428.

Kulik, J. A., & Kulik, C-L. C. (1984). Effects of accelerated instruction on
students. Review of Educational Research, 54, 409-425.

Kulik, J. A., & Kulik, C-L. C. (1990). Ability grouping and gified students. In
N. Colangelo & G.A. Davis(Ed&).Handbookongedzmm(pp
178-196). Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon.

Rogers, K. B. (1991). A best-evidenre synthesis of the research on accelerative
options for gifted studenss. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University
of Minnesots, Minneapolis.

Slavin, R. E. (1987). Ability grouping: A best-evidence synthesis. Review of
Educational Research, 57, 293-336.

Slavin, R. E. (1990). Achievement effects of ability grouping in secondary
schools: A best-evidence synthesis. Review of Educational Research, 60,
471-499,

Slavin, R. E. (1990). Cooperative learning: Theory, research and practice.
Euglewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Vaughan, V. (1990). Meta-analysis of pull-out programs in gifted education.
Paper presented at the annual convention of the National Association for

Gifted Chisdren, Little Rock, AR.

mmnmummwmammmmmm
substantial evaluation of the positive academic, socialization, and
effects of grouping strategies upon gifted and talented students, Glass (1976) noted that
"the integration of research studies...should be valued mare highly than many forms of
original research...” (p. 353). "This endeavor deserves higher priority now than adding a
" new experiment or survey to the pile...” (p. 4).




SECTION TWO: PROBLEMS AND ISSUES RELATED TO GROUPING

Even a cursory review of educational publications reveals a growing concem,
pethaps even a few false assumptions about grouping practices in general, as well as
questions about the impact of grouping upor varions levels of abilty, descriptions of the
benefits of mixed-ability cooperative grouping, and disquietude about the emotional and
social effects of grouping for acceleration. Particular astention has beea given to: (a)
academic achicvement and seif-esteem; (b) teacher/student expectations; () racial/social
discrimination and mobility; (d) instructional quality; and (e) social cohesion. In the
subsections that follow, each of these variables will be more fully described in terms of the
concerns or assumptions related to ability grouping, coopemtive leaming and acceleration.
It should be streased that these concerns and ai;umptions may noi, however,
bear any relationship to actua! research, as Section Three will show. It must be
noted that although the concerns will be listed in Section Two, they will not be directly
addressed in terms of the research until the end of Section Three of the paper (Appendix
B).

Concerns/Assumptions Often Raised About Academic Achievement and
Self-Esteem

There appear to be five major achievement and esteem concems or assumptions
about grouping for enrichment or acceleration and cooperative grouping.

1. Ability grouping for enrichment programs does not result in achievement
benefits for gifted learners. If gifted learners benefit academically while
grouped, it is due to factors other than grouping, such as individual
motivaticn 10 achieve, differentiated curricular materials, and specially
trained teachers, Ability grouping for regular instruction may, however,
directly responsible for decreased academic achievement, loss of academic
ground, and loss of ambition to succeed in school among average and low-
ability leamners.

2. Algmtymphgfmmidxmtmmdswleadminﬂw
opinions of capability for the gifted. Ability grouping for regular instruction
may lead to lowered self-esteem for average and low-ability learners.

3. Cooperative learning f~- regular instruction (mixed ability) provides
greater academic benefits for students of all levels of ability than when
students must work individualistically or in a competitive environment. The
gifted, in particular, by being required to help others master materials and
concepts, gain both cognitively and academicslly.

4, Cooperative learning for regular instruction (mixed ability) improves the
academic self-concept of all leamners, including the gifted.

S. Acceleration of the gifted student leads to problems with self-estcem and

psychological maladjustment due to the comparative emotional immaturity
of the accelerant,
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Concerns/Assumptions Often Raised About Teacher/Student Expectations

Eight concerns or assumptions surround teacher and student expectations for
achievement and esteem when various grouping practices are employed.

1. Teacher expectations when gifted students are grouped for enrichment are
realistic; that is, those students can benefit from the enrichme: 1 provided.
Teachers also suspect that most learners in their classrooms could benefit
from this earichment.

2. Teacher expectations for students of different ability levels vary
considerably when students are grouped by ability for regular instruction:
Teachers of low-ability tracks tend to underestimate the ability of their
students, thereby spending inordinate time on dril! and practice and
teaching-for-mastery instructional techniques.

3. Student expectations for achievement are dampened by placement in average
or low-ability tracks. They tend to give up on trying to master challenging
content.

4, Students’ self-esteem suff=rs when they are placed in average or low-ability
wracks. They perceive that a stigma has been attached to their group
placement.

5. In cooperative grouping using mixed-ability groups, teachers expect
that slower leamners will leam from the high achisvers with whom they have
been placed; hence, there is the expectation that all children will leam the
same quantity of saaterial in th= same period of time, and the climate for
learning will become more "academic.”

6. In cooperative grouping there is the expectation that when all members
of a group "sink or swim” together, the self-esteem of all group members
will improve as the group succeeds.

7. Teachers expect that children who have been accelerated will have some
difficulty with higher grade level materials and will become "average”
achieving students when compared with older-aged classmates.

8. Teachers expect that the self-esteem of an accelerated group of students

will be damaged by the need to compete full-time with older-aged
classmates.

Concerns/Assumptions Often Raised About Racial and Social
Discrimination, Mobility

There are six concerns or assumptions that focus on whether or not grouping for
enrichment, acceleration or for cooperative leaming incorporate discriminatory practices.
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1. Students placed in high ahility groups for which challenging and eariched
curriculum is planned tend to be middle class or higher, white students;
low-ability groups tend o contain proportionately higher numbers of lower
social class and culturally diverse students than found in the general school
population. Educational decision-makers may hzve racial and social class
stereotypes that affect their placement and grouping decisions.

2. Once students are placed in an ebility track, thax placemnent is rarely
changed upwards; students are more likely to move down a track than o
progress up. The difference in ability becomes greater the longer students
are grouped, with low ability students having no opportunity to catch up on
the skills and knowledge base presented to the high-track students. Hence,

3. Students placed in a high ability track are perceived by teachers and other
students as the "in group”, while students placed in low ability “tracks” are
considered the "outgroup.” A social stigma is placed on slower leamers,
and the status of faster learners is enhanced in grouped situations.

4, Recognizing and grouping for individual differences in ability and
providing differentiated instruction to match those differences is
undemocratic: It allows some students to get abead in life’s "rat mce.”

3. Students who are cooperatively grouped for racial and ability balance
acquire positive attitudes toward all group members.

6. Gifted students will be required as adults to deal with all segments of the
population, particularly if they are in leadership roles; coopersative
grouping with racial and ability balance helps prepare gifted students for
such roles as well as to help them acquire appropriate attitudes toward
others with "differences.”

Concerns/Assumptions Often Raised About Instructional Quality

Fivemnscnmmpﬁonshavebemraise&nbomﬂwinﬂumofgmum
practices upon instructional quality, that is, upon the quality of teaching and the scope of
instructional practices in the classroom.

1. Teachers tend to interact differently with students they perccive as having
more or less ability. Teachers in low ability tracks tend to spend a great
deal of class time on discipline and behavior control. Teachers in high
ability tracks provide more “opportunity to leam” time for students, due to
better attendance rates and higher motivation to leam among these students.

2. Instruction in low ability groups tends to be delivered throngh drill and

practice or teaching for mastery, and with the use of unimaginative and
unchallenging worksheets or other learning materials. Instruction in high

ability groups relies more on discovery leaming, exposure to abstract ideas,
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and discussion with a focus on problem solving and creative production ss
intended leaming cutcomes. The knowledge and skills taught vary by
group, with the high ability groups receiving "high status” knowledge and
the low ability groups receiving vocstional knowledge only.

"Better” teachers are rewarded by being assigned the high ability groups
and honors classes, while less experienced and less effective teachers are
relegated to low ability groups and remedial classes. These "better” teachers
are not only more instructionally effective, but show more enthusiasm for
learning, model the value of leaming, and genuninely like their students.
Such is not the case with teachers assigned to low ability groups.

‘Whole group instructional delivery (i.e., all learners use the same
materials for the same length of time as in group-paced mastery leaming,

direct instruction, companion reading, Chicago Mastery Leaming programs,
etc.) results in higher instructional quality for all leamers.

Teachers can better meet the needs of all students by grouping them by
achievement Jevel. Grouping makes it easier on teachers. The real
challenge is to meet those needs in mixed-ability classes.

Concerns/Assumptions Often Raised About Social Cohesion

Three concerns or assumptions have centered on the social cohesion of classrooms
when ability grouping is the general practice.

1.

Students in high ability groups tend to develop healthy social
relationships with others in their group as a result of their common learning
experiences and social cognition. Students in low ability groups tend to
form social relationships with some of the peers in their group, but without
appropriate social modeling, such relationships are detrimental. There is
also more disharmony in low ability classes. Students in such classes don't
work toward a common educational goal.

Social cohesion, perceptions of peer support, and social self-concept
improve dramatically among all ability levels when leamers are

cooperatively grouped.

Students who have been accelerated will not be accepted into the social
netyrorkoftheimcwchss;theywinmndomas“diﬁ'mt“mdthmﬁm,
socially unacceptable.
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SECTION THREE: RESEARCH SYNTHESIS

Ability Grouping Research

Eight research syntheses have focused on the various effects of ability grouping for
regular or enriched/remedial instruction ard have been conducted by James and Chen-Lin
Kulik (1982, 1984, 1985, 1990), Robert Slavin (1987, 1990), Adam Gan. van and Mark
Berends (1987), and Vicki Vaughan (1990).

Research Syntheses by James Kulik and Chen-Lin Kulik

‘The Kuliks have provided the earliest and most recent syntheses of the sesearch on
ability grouping. Their initial studies (1982, 1984) focused on specific school levls, that
is, secondary or elementary, but their last two syntheses have looked across K-12
populations in calculating the general effects of grouping for regular instruction and
grouping for enrichment or remediation.

Secondary Grouping Research. In a meta-analysis (1982) of 52 comparative
studie:; carried out in seconda:?’ schools, 36 of the studies reported

Mghshiwmgmmformpeddmsofwhwhmmmﬂyﬁgniﬁmm Of
the studies analyzed by the Kuliks in this synthesis, 33 involved the study of ability
grouping in junior high and 19 in senior high. The average Effect Size was +.10, implying
dm,hatymcaldassﬂmpafmmceufmmygrwpedmdmummimbymmh
of a standard deviation unit or from the 50th to the 54th percentile of achievement. When
material was specifically tailored to the grouped classes by specific subjects, the average
Effect Size across these studies was +.15. Ability grouping for science and sozial studies
resulted in the largest average Effect Sizes (+.18, +.11, respectively). Swudies that focused
on the effects of grouping upon an individual ability level indicated smaller Effect Sizes for
achievement for slow and average leamers (+.02, respectively), but in the 14 studies on
grouping for high ability only, the average Effect Size was +.33.

In terms of gains in s2lf-esteem, the average Effect Size was +.01, implying that the
decision to group or not to group has little effect on students’ self-esteem. For the eight
studies looking at gains in positive attitudes toward subject matter, the Kuliks were able o
conclude with statistical confidence that grouping had & positive effect on student attitudes
towand the subject(s) in which they were grouped (ES=+.37). A mean Effect Size of +.09,
albeit very small, on attitude toward school favored grouped classes across the 11 studies.
Based on these findings, the Kuliks drew the following conclusions about ability grouping

at the secondary level:

ACHIEVEMENT: ... ability grouping had only trivial effects on the
achievement of average and below average students. This finding... does not
suppont the view of other researchers who claim that grouping has unfavorable
effects on the achievement of lo.v-aptitude students. The effecs of grouping is near-
zero on the achievement of average and below average students; it is not negative.

ATTITUDES: ... the effects of grouping were clearer on students sttitudes
ﬂmonsmd:ntachwvemem. Students assigned to grouped classes for work in
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certain subject areas (e.g., mathematics or English composition) responded more
favorably to these subjects than did similar students assigned to heterogeneous
classes... Effects of grouping on attitudes toward school and on self-concept were
also positive, but these effects were small and less consistent. (pp. 425-426

Elsmentary Grouping Research. In 1984, the Kuliks produced a meta-
analysis of the effects of ability grouping upon elementary school students. The results
were similar. Of the 28 studies that looked at the achievement effects of organizing
classrooms in graded schools to combine children who are similar ia ability, 20 favored the
grouped condition, 13 significantly. The average Effect Size for th.+ 28 studies may be
interpreted as a raise in grouped students' scores on achievement tests by +.19 standard
deviation units. This implies that in the typical study, grouping sccounted for
approximately two months' additional performance on a grade equivalent scale of
achievement. For those studies that measured the effects of grouping for gifted students,
however, the avernge Effect Size was even higher (ES=+.49). For the nine studies that
dealt with self-concept, the effect was trivial. The Kuliks did not synthesize the research
on attitude toward school or subject matter in the 1984 study.

K-12 Grouping Research. In their third and fourth syntheses (1985, 1990) the
Kuliks analyzed the research on inter-class ability grouping across elementary and
secondary schools. Inter-class ability grouping was defined as the practice of assigning
students to classes, tracks, or streams, according to ability. (In their first two meta-
analyses, inter- and intra-class grouping studies were combined.) In the 1985 study,
grouping research was collected on whole class grouping in secondary schools, such as an
"honors" class in English, and in elementary classrooms when all students of one ability
level were assigned to the same class.

In the 1985 meta-analysis, 85 studies were found that compared inter-class ability

grouping with traditional classroom instruction, 40 at the elementary level and 45 at
. Of the 78 studies analyzed that dealt with comparative achievement gains, the

average Effect Size for grouped classrooms was +.15, the equivalent of increasing
achievement test scores by ©.5 months on a grade equivalent scale. Studies that looked
specifically at an individus; ability level found differing Effect Sizes acconding to ability.
Low-ability groups (for which there were only four reported studies) had zero Effect Size,
suggesting that low-ability levels are neither harmed nor helped by grouping arrangements.
Studies on average leamers indicated an average of +.04 Effect Size, in other words, a
near-zero effect; studies on high-ability students placed in honors classes resulted in an
Effect Size average of +.30. Assignment of high-ability students to classes without

ically enriched subject matter, however, resulted in an average Effect Size of +.12.
The average Effect Size of grouping on the self-estcem of students was near zero, despite
small but differing self-esteem Effect Sizes by ability level (ES (high ability) =-.14, ES
(average ability) = -.16, ES (low ability) = +.16). Kulik concluded:

... [S]chool programs providing special treatment for talented students usually
produce good results. The talented students who are in these programs almost
invariably gain academically from them and they do not become smug or self- -
satisfied as a result of their participation. If anything, talented students may become
slightly more modest about their abilities when they are taught in )
groups... This meta-analysis provided Little support for the common belief that
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grouping programs have negative effects on slower leammers. On the contrary, we
found that homogeneous grouping programs often helped to improve the self-
esteem of slow leamers, and these programs may have also had small positive
effects on their achievement. (p. 4)

In the Kuliks' most recent meta-analysis of between-class grouping, as reported in
Handboc. of Gified Education (1990), the Kuliks located 49 controlled "multitrack” or
"XYZ" studies of stdents tanght in homogeneous classes compared to students taught in
mixed-ability classes. None of the studies in this meta-analysis involved separate programs
or classes for gifted students, although it may be assumed that children assigned to the high
ability track in these studics may bave included a few gifted students. The mean Effect Size
across these multitack studies was +.06 r2andard deviation units, equivalent to a gainon a
grade equivalent scale of one-half month. However, when the Kuliks analyzed the results
of the 40 studies which reported separate eifects by ability level, there were differential
effects: +.12 for high-ability, +.04 for average ability, and zero for low-ability students.

The Kuliks synthesized the 15 studies among the 49 that dealt with self-esteem,
finding that in only 6 of the 13 did grouping appear to produce more positive self-concepts.
The average overall effect of grouping in the 15 studies was 10 decrease self-esteem scores
by -.06 standard deviations, considered trivial. Again, when the separate self-esteem
changes were reported in the 15 studies by ability level, only low-ability students produced
mmwmmmmmmmmm

: Effect Sizes for high-ability students were -.14, for average ability students
(-.16), and for low-ability students (+.16).

In the 1990 analysis, the Kuliks looked once again at changes in attitude toward
subject matter and attitude toward school. All six studies on subject matter attitude showed
positive effects, with a mean Effect Size of +.27. Across the four studies of attitude
toward school, the mean Effect Size was +.04.

Thus far, each of the Kuliks’ meta-analyses focused on the comparative ability level
differences in academic achievement and self-esteem for between-class-only or between-
class and within-class grouping when all students at a grade level (or levels) were grouped
according to locally developed criteria for placement, termed multitrack or XYZ programs.
‘These grouping arrangements were not established to provide differentiated instruction for
gifted leamners. The 49 studies reported evaluative results for which grouping made the
delivery of instruction easier for teachers to manage with a narmrowed continuum of ability.
The Xuliks were also interested, however, in the effects of grouping programs designed
especially to meet the needs of gified and talented students. Such programs included
dmmmlasmfa&egifﬁdmdgxﬁed”dm within an otherwise traditional

Of 25 controlled studies of separate classes for gifted students, 19 reported higher
achievemnent in the homogeneously grouped situation, 11 of which were statistically
significant. The average Effect Size scross the 25 studies was +.33. Another way 0
interpret this effect is that in the typical shudy of separate classrooms for the gifted,
approximately 63% of the special class gifted students outperformed the typical gifted
student in the mixed-ability class. In actuality, the range of Effect Sizes across the 25
studics was broad (-.27 to +1.25), great enough to lead the Kuliks to conclude that factors
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other than grouping itself must have been responsible for the reported outcomes. Slavin
(1987) among others, has argued that the differentiated expectations, outcomes, teacher
quality, curriculum, and even student motivation are more likely responsible for the
achievement levels experienced by students in these programs.

Self-esteem (global) was examined in 6 of the 25 studies, with 4 studies reporting
more favorable self-concepts in the experimental condition. The average Effect Size across
the 6 studies was +.02. Only three of the separate gifted classroom studies examined
artitude toward subject matter or school. For subject maiter, the one study reported a trivial
effect, and for the two studies on attitude toward school, strong positive effects were
reported.

Grouping the gifted as a "cluster” within a heterogeneous classroom provided the
real surprise effect. Of the four studies located by the Kuliks, all reported positive effects
for academic achievement, three of which were statistically significant. The mean Effect
Size for these studies was +.62. From the results of these neta-analyses, the Kuliks
concluded:

The evidence is clear that high-aptitude and gifted students benefit academically
positive but small when the grouping is done as a part of a broader program for
students of all abilities. Benefits are positive and moderate in size in programs that
are specially designed for gifted students...Evidence is less clear about
noncognitive outcomes of programs of separate instruction for high-aptitude and
gifted students. Despite their importance, such outcomes are not studied frequently
byedummnalmchmandonlymﬁveconcluﬁmsmnbedmwn. One of
these conclusions is that ability-grouping programs have little or no consistent
overall@ﬂ'ectonsmdmtself-em (p. 191)

Research Syntheses by Robert Slavin

Robert Slavin's best-evidence syntheses of research on elementary grouping
arrangements (1987) and secondary grouping (1990) essentially draw the same conclusions
about tracking for all students as the Kuliks found in their separate analysis of mixed track,
XYZ studies. The differences between his wo-k and that of the Kuliks has beea his
exclusion of all studies of ability grouping for gifted or special education children. He
mmneddmﬂwﬁmmelmbeenfmlywdhmlymdfwmmmdaﬁmympund
suggested that inherent in selection for a gified or special education group is the
understanding that there will be significant differences in curricalum, class size, resources
available and goals, all of which are inseparable from the practice of grouping itself. In his
ability grouping syntheses (1987, 1990), Slavin has added that the selection process for
special education programs may also influence study outcomes, contending that students
selected usually have stronger motivation to succeed, have fewer behavioral or emotional
problems that might interfere with leaming, and these factors, rather than the grouping
arrangement, produce favorable achievement effects. Conversely, Slavin's syntheses have
been takrn to task by numerous researchers for four primary flaws: (1) differences in
curriculm.  ~lass size, resources available and goals contribute to the outcomes in all
claumuns, ot just in gifted or special education classrooms—if grouping is not the
"cause dmvmmfamwmmmmhwmnume“cﬂm in
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regular or traditional classrooms?; (2) the stndies included are primarily from the 1950s and
1960s and may not be genemlizable to the classrooms of the 1990s; (3) the studies are
based on standardized achievement tests, which may not measure what actusily goes on in
grouped situations and may not fully assess the academic gains of higher achieving
students due to low test ceilings and possible regression to the mean for stndents who score
at the extremes of these tests; and (4) he draws strong conclusions about the merits or lack
of merit about certain forms of ability grouping based on very few studies, conclusions not
found to be warranted in some cases by subsequent researchers (Kulik & Kulik, 1990).

Slavin's two best-evidence syntheses must be mentioned for two reasons: (1) they
are frequently referred to by less research-oriented educational writers; and (2) Slavin
Inoked more closely than his predecessors at the type of grouping arrangement in the
sudies locaied. Hence, despite their Iack of applicability to educational practice for the
gifted and talented, it is important for all edncators to know of their content and
conclusions. In addition to the more permanent ability grouping, previously called
“tracking,” Slavin identified three short-term ability grouped arrangements in the
clementary and secondary grades: (1) regrouping for specific subject instruction, in which
students remain in heterogeneous classes most of the day and are by
achievement/performance level within grade levels for reading and/or math: (2) Joplin Plan,
in which students are regrouped across grade lines for reading; and (3) within-class ability
grouping, whereby the ci .. voom teacher divides students temporarily into two or more
groups by achievement le' ' ! in a subject area.

Secondary Grouping Research. Slavin's (1990) best-evidence synthesis of
research on ability-grouped classes at the secondary level included 29 controlled studies, 17
of which included middle school/junior high student samples (grades 5-8) and 17 of which
included senior high student samples (9-12). In measuring achievement, 12 of the studies
assessed achievement across all subjects and 17 studies reported achievement effects for 1-
4 specific subjects. The reported median Effect Size across the 20 comparative and 9 case
studies was zero. Slavin could find no discernible patterns among the findings that
suggested advantages or disadvantages of grouping by subject, length of time, number of
classes for which grouping took place, geographic setting, or age level. It is important to
note that none of the studies included in this synthesis were conducted after the early 1970s
when "tracking” was no longer considered a legally viable practice.

In this synthesis Slavin also reported Effect Sizes differentially by
achievement/ability level. Twenty-one of the 29 studies had presented separate data by
ability level, 15 of which were quantifiable. The median Effect Size for high achievers was
+.01, for average achievers -.08, and for Jow achievers, the median Effect Size was -.02.

Slavin also located a few secondary studies which dealt with altemative grouping
ammangements, finding that there were no differences in achievement when students are
within-class ability grouped or cross-grade grouped at the middle/junior high/senior high
school levels. No studies of regrouping for specific instruction at the secondary level were
included in this synthesis.

Also studied were the ethnographic and ¢~ relational studies since the early 1970s,

comparing the achievement of high track vs. low track stuaents. In general, these studies
have suggested that high achievers learn considerably more per year than do low achievers
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in low tracks. Slavin argued that the inherent initial differences in ability, content
background/course 1aking, totivation, and behavior cannot be adequately controlled. Two
perceived limitations of thi= synthesis as noted by Slavin included:

...JA)imost all studies reviewzd here used standardized tests of unknown
'elaﬁowipwwhatwnsmﬂytangm It may be, for example that positive
effects of ability grouping for high achievers could be missed by standardized tests
because what these students are getting in enrichment or higher-order skills is not
assessed on the standardized measur:s, or that negative effects for low achievers
are missed becacse teachers of low-track cinsses are hammering away at the
minimum skills that are assessed on the standardlized tests but ignoring other
content...[Another] imitation is the age of most of the studies reviewed. Itis
possible that schools, students, or ability grouping have changed enough since the
19605 and 1970s 1o make conclusions from these and older studies tenuous.

(p- 493)

Elementary Grouping Research. For sclf-contained homogeneous classes
based on achievement, Slavin (1987) located 17 studies, finding zero Effect Size,
indicating that assignment of eleraentary students to ability grouped classrooms does not
enhance achievement. There were no indications that high achievers were more likely to
benefit from this practice or that low achicvers were more likely to suffer as a result of full-

timee ability grouping.

Slavin's analysis of the seven studies on regrouping for specific subjects (the
practice whereby students remain in their heterogeneous classes most of the day and are
mmnpedbyachievmﬂpafamancekwlmﬁmgmdebvdsfmmadingmﬂmmam
found a general Effect Size for reading at zero, although Venezky and Winfield (1979)
previously repocted that "successful” schools tended to emphasize homogeneous grouping
for reading, and Stallings (1978) reported that homogeneously grouped remedial reading
programs in secondary schocls resulted in significantly higher reading achievement gains.
One well-designed study (Provus, 1960), described in Siavin's analyais, which dealt with
mmﬁxmmmmmmmmmwmm
(high achieving = +.7C, average achieving = 4.2, low szhieving = +.15) but only when
students were given materials appropriate to their csiabtiched level of performance. One
study which measured the cifects of regrouping for both mathematics and reading resulted
in 8 mean Effect Size of +.43 at the end of three years; two years later, after the control
£ oup had also begur regrouping, the Effect Size of the original experimental group was
+1.20, a considerable cumulative advantage of such a strategy (Morris, 1969). Thus, there
appears to be some evidence that regrouping can be instructionally effective at the
clementary level if the level and pace of instruction is differentiated according to the
achievement level of the regrouped class and if students are not regrouped, according to
Slavin, for more than 1-2 different subjects during the school day.

The Joplin Plan (Floyd, 1954) can be considered an extension of regrouping for
reading, wherein regrouping takes place across grade levels. This nongraded grouping in
subjects other than reading, it is more likely termed, "cross-grade grouping.” Slavin
located 14 controlled studies of this grouping strategy, 13 of which involved reading. The
mean Effect Size for reading was +.45; 10 studies reported positive outcomes and 3
reported neutral effects. The one study on cross-grade grouping in mathematics resulted in
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a similar Effect Size (+.46). The genensl pattern of effects tended to become larger in the

upper clemeatary grades. In no case did one subgroup gain in achicvement at the expense
of another.

All eight smdies of within-class ability grouping, the fourth grouping strategy
examined in the Slavin synthesis, involved the use of math

groups within the classroom. One study also measured the effects of within-class grouping
in reading and spelling. The mean Effect Size for this strategy was +.32, but for five of the
studies which had reported differential effects by ability, Slavin was able to calculate the
mean Bffect Sizes by ability levels as well. All subgroups appeared to gain: high achievers
(ES=+.41), average achievers (ES=+.27), low achievers (ES=+.65). The only one of
these studies that produced aberrant results was one in which the number of within class
groups was 4, rather than 2-3 (ES = +.07). Slavin concluded that within-class grouping
for mathematics results in significant academic gains when the number of groups is limited
to 2-3.

The Kuliks (1990) have mentioned what appear to be several va'id concerns with
Slavin's conclusions from this within-class ability grouping synthesis:

... Slavin (1987, 1988) has speculated that grouping has maximom positive effects
on student achievement when (1) it is done for only one or two subjects; (2)
students remain in mixed-ability classes most of the day; (3) grouping greatly
reduces heterogeneity in a specific skill; (4) group assignments are frequensly
reassessed; and (5) teachers vary the level and pace of instruction according to
students’ needs. We investigated each of these factors in this meta-analysis, and
we found no direct evidence that any of them were significantly related to grouping
effects. (p. 185)

Research Synthesis by Gamoran and Berends

In their synthesis of all survey and ethnographic research that has been conducted
on tracking in secondary schools, Gamoran and Berends (1987) analyzed the conclusions
of these two forms of research separately. From the 10 American data sets used in 16
survey studies, the most consistent effect of tracking apperwed to be subsequent educational
atiainment: Students in academic tracks were more likely to plan to attend and to enroll in
college. When prior achievement was controlled for, findings about the effects of tracking
upon achievement were mixed. Among the four data sets that dealt with this particular
question, two suggested that high track students had achievement advantages (Kerckhoff,
1986; Gamoran, 1987) and two suggested small, insignificant differences in achicvement
by track (Project Talent, ETS). Track differences were greatest in mathematics and
science, which was accounted for by differential course taking, but similar mediating
effects were not found for reading, vocabulary, writing or civics achievement. Gamoran
and Berends concluded that the survey research remains ambiguous concerning the
measurement of within-school stratification because it has not paid attention to the
mechanisms through which the effects of tracking occur. Merely noting that there are x
students per track in a school, who have taken x courses and have x test scores and have X
college plans, does not help educators to understand what might be inherent instructional
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process differences, classroom interaction differences, or student-teacher interaction
diﬁummwhichnﬁghtleadmmmle&achwem&mﬁmwmm
school. As Hallinan (1990) noted:

Cmdnlsysmncmchxscmmﬂymduwaybymmalmﬁm
mmmmmmﬂmdmmmﬂ
the instructional process as it affects student opportunities to leam and academic
achievement. This research promises to be far more fruitful in addressing the
complex issues related to the effectiveness and equity of ability grouping than
previous studies that were limited in conceptualization, scope and methodology.
(pp. 503-504)

Gnmonnandkumds synthesis of ethnographic research on tracking documented
some focus on instructional effectiveness differences and equity issues. Scvemnl
observational studies were cited that have noted that instruction is conceptually simplified
andprweedsmeslowlymlowamks,mdthatslowpacmgmybeusedasameans
for maintaining order. The researchers were also able to produce some ethnographic
evidence that the more experienced and more successful teachers are disproportionately
assigned to the higher tracks, and that mchusmhxghumkchmeshavebeeaobsmed
to be more enthusiastic about their teaching, put more time and energy into preparation,
vary their methods of presentation more and use more constructive criticism than teachers
in lower track classes. Gamoran and Berends concluded that the ethnographic research
was consistent in these observed characteristics, but, they noted, this research has failed to
substantiate that there is a significant difference in instructional quality beweer: tracks.

Research Synthesis by Vaughan

Vaughan's (1990) meta-analysis on gifted pull-out programs located nine controlled
studies reporting achievement outcomes (n=3, ES=+.65), critical thinking differences
(n=3, ES=+.44), creative thinking assessments (n=2, ES=+.32), and self-concept effects
(n=4, ES=+.11). These results tend to concur with the Kuliks' findings for within class

programs for gifted students.

The very positive Effect Sizes reported in Vaughan's research synthesis illustrate
one of the measurement issues in this research. When measures are selected to reflect what
has been offered in the treatment condition (e.g., a test of academic achievement when the
pullout program has focused on extensions of the regular curriculum or a test of critical
thinking when the pullout program has taught critical thinking skills), Effect Sizes are
significant and positive. It is possible that the small EiTect Sizes reported in previous
syntheses may be due to the lack of validity in instrument selection. What students are
actually tanght in their ability-grouped classes may not have been directly measured in
previous research.

Cooperative Learning Research
Three formal research syntheses have been conducted on academic and
nonacademic effects of mixed-ability cooperative leaming for academic instrucion
(Johnson, Johnson, & Maruyaria, 1983; Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson, & Skon,
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1981; Slavin, 1990). Additionally, Slavin (1990) has provided a “box score” of the
research studies on the nonacademic outcomes of cooperative leaming.

Research Synthesis by Johnson, Johnson, and Maruyama

Johnson, Johnson, and Maruyama (1983) analyzed the research on the cooperative
learning effects of physical proximity and interaction on the social relationships of
nonhandicapped stadents. Ninety-cight studies, conducted between 1944-1984 yielded
251 reported outcomes. ‘The researchers concluded that cooperation without intergroup
competition promoted greater interpersonal attraction among all three groups of students
than did intexpersonal competition (i.e., each student competes against the rest of the class
ms)wmsmm@y,mmﬁmmmm&%m
cooperative group competes against other cooperative groups in the classroom).

In their meta-analysis of the 31 studies that compared the relative effects of
cooperative vs. individualistic treatments on majority and minority students, the mean
Effect Sizes of cross-ethnic attitudes suggested that cooperative leaming tends o produce
substantially more positive cross-ethnic attitudes than do competitive practices (ES = +.54)
or than individualistic praciices (ES= +.68).

Twenty-six studies compared the effects of cooperative vs. competitive and
cooperative vs. individualistic treatments on attitudes toward Landicapped students. Effect
Sizes of +.86 (vs. competitive) and +.96 (vs. individualistic) indicated that cooperativ::
leaming tends to produce significantly more positive attitudes toward handicapped students
than do competitive or individualistic practices in the classroom,

The researchers located 48 studies which compared the effects of coopertive vs.
competitive and cooperative vs. individualistic treatments in homogeneous subject
populations (ethnic/handicap status) on the variable of interpersonal amtraction. The Effect
Sizes of +1.05 (vs. competitive) and +1.28 (vs. individualistic), were reported, indicating
matcoopmﬁwleamingmdsmpod}ngsipﬁnndy igher interpersonal attraction
(mutual liking and respecs) among majority and nonhandicapped students than do

In analyzing the possible moderating variables that may influence interpersonal
relationships, the researchers concluded that cooperation without competition promoted
greater interpersonal attraction in elementary and college students than in secondary
students, and cooperation with intergroup competition promotes greater interpersonal
attraction among older students in general. Subject area differences were also found:
Greater interpersonal attraction was produced for cooperative practices in mathematics,

Research Synthesis by Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson, and Skon

In their meta-analysis (1981) of 122 studies comparing the relative academic effects
of cooperation without competition, cooperation with intergroup competition, interpersonal
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competition, and individualistic learmning on student productivity and achievement, the
vesearchers concluded h.ai both forms of cooperative learning were superior in their academic
effects to interpersonal competition or independent leaming. In their analysis across the body
of studies, the researchers reported 2 zero Effect Size for acaden?s effects when the two
forms of cooperative leaming were compared, an Effect Size of +.78 when

practices were compared to individualistic practices, and an Effect Size, also of +.78, when

cooperative leaming and competitive practices were compared.

These suthors also astempted to analyze the modersting influences of other varisbles
mmmmmgmmw:ﬂmmmmmw
and achievement in cooperative vs. competitive (f = -.20) and vs. individualistic practices
(z = -.07), suggesting that somewhat higher achievement will be found in younger grades
for cooperstive practices. There were no differences among practices for specific subject
area aciisvement, but very small differences favoring competitive and individualistic
pmcmfmluwlzvelmks(suchasmdewdmgormecﬂng)mfmmd. No
difFerences in practice anpeared to affect other task types (such as concept anainment,
problem solving, categorizaticn, memory, motor skill development, predictions, etc.).
Length of treatment was found to afiect reported outcomes, favoring cooperative Jearning
when the shortest time spans were stedied.

Rescarch Synthesis by Robert Slavin

In a best-evidence synthesis of the research on cooperative leaming conducted in
1990, Slavin set inclusion criteria that appear to have eliminated a large number of the
studies conducted on ihese practices. His criteria were: (1) experimental and control
mbmngommedhadwbemdmdwmmmﬂ,mmdeqmvabnuofme
comparison groups had to be established; (3) the treatment in cooperative leamning had to be
nmzoboms@weeks)lmg;md@)whmvmummusedmmthadm
assess objectives taught to both the experimental and control groups. These inclusion
criteria appear to be important ones in consideration of research evidence.

Using these criteria, however, only 68 studics qualified for synthesis. Across this
body of studies, representing nine formas of cooperative leaming, the median Effect Size for
achievement was +.21. Slavin's four cooperative methods hed an overall Effect Size for
achievement of +.30, with Teams-Games-Toumaments (TGT) being the form of
cooperative leaming witi: the highest effect (+.38), followed by Student Team
Achievement Divisions (STAD) at +.27. No other forms of cooperative leaming showed
more than even small effects for achievement: Johnson's "Leamning Together” (0), Jigsaw
(+.04), Group Investigation (+.12), other forms (+.06). None of the studies synthesized
reported effects of coopenative learning on diff-ring levels of ability.

Slavin nsed a vote counting or "box score” method for synthesizing the research on
nonacademic effects of cooperative learning and concluded that the practice: (a) promotes
cross-racial friendships (20 studies, 19 positive); (b) encourages acceptance of
mainstreamed academically handicapped students (24 studies, 24 positive); (c) encourages
mwmmhmMymWMmmmmmam),
(d) enhances self-esteem (15 studies, 11 positive); (¢) improves proacademic peer norms
(11 studies, 7 positive); (f) influences internal locus of control (8 studies); (g) increases
time on-task and bebavior (10 studies, 8 positive); (b) improves liking of class or school
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(26 studies, ' positive, 11 no diffevence, 1 improves for some ethnic minorities but not
others); (i) increases liking of classmates and/or fecling liked by classmates (16 stodies, 11
->ositive, 5 no difference); and (j) improves coopesation, altroism, and perspective-taking
(10 studics, 9 positive). None of the studies reported separate effects for high ability or
gifted leamers. It should be noted that many of the studies referenced for these
nonacademic outcomes were not included as "best evidence” in his synthesis of academic
outcomes. In summary, Slavin concluded:

-.. [Cloopemative learning has been shown in a wide variety of studies to positively
influence a host of important noncognitive variables. Altacugh not every study has
found positive effects on every noncognitive cutcome, the overall effocts of
cooperative leaming on student self-csteemn, peer support for achievement, imermnal
locus of control, time on-task, liking of class and of classmates, cooperativeness,
and other variables are positive and rchast. (. 53)

Research On Acceleration
Research Syithesis by James Kulik and Chen-Lin Kulik

In 1984, Kulik and Xulik conducted a meta-analysis of research since 1920 on
acceleration. They attempted to answer the following four questions about acceleration:
(1) What are the effects of scceleration?; (2) Do the effects vary as a function of the
methodological features of study settings?; (3) Do different approaches to acceleration have
different effects on different students?; and (4) Do different approaches to acceleration have
different effects for different types of instructional outcomes? Three criteria were required
for inclusion in the analysis: (1) a quantitative repori of the results; (2) a comparison of an
accelesated group of students with a nonaccelerated control group; and (3) a match in
aptitude between the accelerated and nonaccelerated groups.

The Kuliks located 21 repoits of research, containing 26 different studies; thirteen
used a same-age control and 13 nsed an older-sged contol group. Each set of studies was
analyzed separately. In all 13 studies with the same age controls, there was higher student
achicvement for the accelerated group, with 9 of these siudies yielding statistically
significant differences. The mean Effect Size was +.88. When accelerants were
to older students, accelerants scored significantly higher in two studies and higher,
although not significantly on three others. In the remaining eight studies achicvement for
the control students was greater; in two cases, the differences were significant. The mean
Effect Size across the 13 studies was +.05, and the Kuliks concluded that accelerated
students do not differ in achievement from their older aged controls.

Othez ontcome measures were also subjected to mets-analysis with no substantial
advantage or disadvantage for acceleration: (1) attitude toward school (ES =+.07 across 4
studics); (2) attitude toward subject (ES =+.02 on 4 studies); (3) effects on vocational plans
(ES =+.17, 6 studies); (4) pasticipation in school activities (ES = -.13, 3 studies); (5)
popularity (ES =+.03, § studies); (6) adjustment (ES =-.03, 3 studics); and (7) teacher-
rated character judgments (ES = -.25, 3 studies).

The primary value of the Kuliks' analysis may be the results it provides fur the
genenal practice of acceleration. Three types of acceleration (all allowed the student to
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progress more rapidly through the geners] curriculum, ¢.8., grade skipping) were clustered
into "curriculum compression” (n-18) or "other” (n=8). Thus, the effects of grade
skipping or of subject acceleration were not sepamately calculated. Some concern might be
raised about the Kuliks' conclusions that study features were not related to outcomes: The
test of homogeneity used may not have been sensitive enough to determine that different
instructional practices of acceleration had been combined. The strength of this research
synthesis was its clarity in procedural description and study results. In general, the Kuliks
established that gifted students who accelerated into higher grades performed as well as the
talented, older students already in those grades. Students who were accelerated showed
almost a year’s advancement over gified, same age nonaccelerates.

Research Synthesis by Rogers

In 1991, Rogers conducted a best-evidence synthesis to objectively, systematically
and quantitatively describe the content of the research on 12 accelerative programming

options for gifted students. The 12 forms analyzed included:

1. Early Entrance to School - the practice of allowing selected gifted
children, showing readiness to perform schoolwork, to enter kindergarten or
first grade one to two years earlier then the usual beginning age;

2. Grade Skipping - the double promotion of a leamer such that he/she
bypasses one or more grade levels;

3. Nongraded Classrooms - the practice of placing learners in a classroom
undifferentiated by grade levels, allowing students 20 work through the
ghg’culnmamdﬂsmamw»hﬁvﬂmmmdmﬁwﬁm

4. Curriculum Compression/Compacting - the practice of tailoring the
regular curriculum of any or all subjects to the specific gaps, deficiencies and
smgmsufmuﬂivﬂualmdaa,albwimtbcmm test out” or bypass
previously learned skills and/or content and focusing only on mastery of
deficient areas, thus moving more rapidly through the curriculum offered in
the educational setting;

5. Grade Telescoping - a student's progress through junior higha or high
school is rearganized to shorten the time of progression by one year; also
known as "rapid progression”;

6. Concurrent Enrollment - the practice of allowing a student to attend
classes in more than one building level during the same school year, e.g., 2
junior high student attends high school for part of the school day and the
junior high classes for the remainder;

7. Subject Acceleration - the practice of allowing an individual student to
bypass the usual progression of skills and content mastery in one subject
where great advancement or proficiency has been observed while progressing
at the regular pace through the remaining subject areas;
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8. Advanced Placement - the provision of courses with advanced or
accelerated content, usually at the secondary school level, which affords the
student an opportunity to take a national standardized test in ovder to be given
credit for completion of college-level coursewoark;

9. Mentorships - the placement of a student with a subject matter expert or
professional for the purpose of advancing a specific interest or proficiency,
which cannot be provided within the regular educational setting;

10. Credit by Examination - the provision of testing programs whereby the
student, after successful completion of a test, will be offered a specified
number of college credits upon entrance to college;

11. Early Admission to College - the practice of permitting a swdent to enter
college as a full-time student without completion of a high school diploma;
and,

12. Combined Accelerative Options - the provision of two or more forms of
accelerative options during the student's K-12 progression.

Of these 12 options, 6 have been implemented 10 some extent as small group
strategies for acceleration: Nongraded Classroom, Curriculum
Compression/Compacting, Grade Telescoping, Subject Acceleration,
Advanced Placement, and Early Admission to College. It is these forms that will
be reported in this paper. The reported outcomes for each form of acceleration were

m?ﬁmmmmm&%dmm&sw poin
average ,
m«mmwm&m n%dlherepa:wd

8

outcomes), and Psychological Adjustment [including self-confidence, confidence,
emotional development, emotional health, creativity, risk-taking, and independence,
representing 15% of the outcomes).

For the 11 studies on Nongrade< Classroom, ES (Academic) = +.38, ES
(Socialization) = +.02, and ES (Psychological Adjustment) = +.11, suggesting a
signﬁmntmeﬂectofmguhdchmmfugiﬁadmdems.bmmlyﬁm
positive effects of this practice on their socislization and adjustment.
Analysis of the eight Curriculum Compression/Compacting studies produced a
msubsmﬁﬂﬁffenﬁmfwaudunicommly: ES = +.45. None of the studies of

is programming option had addressed either social or psychological issnes. The Grade
Td studies (n=23) reported ES (Academic) = +.56, ES (Socialization) =
+.22, and £8 (Psychological Adjustment) = -.06, suggesting that academic
mcmnmm“wmmmdneym'jmﬁmmmin
two years or four years' high school cumriculum in three years, is substantial. A small
improvement in socialization may also occur with this practice, and there is & trivial,
negative effect on self-concept.
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Analysis of studies of Subject Acceleration (n=24 studies) resulted in reported
Effect Sizes for ES (Academic) = +.49 and ES (Psychological Adjustment) = -.16.
No socialization outcomes were reported across this research body. The studies suggest
that there is a substzatial academic gain when students are allowed to move ahead rapidly iz
a specific subject area, but this may be accompanied by a small, negative effect on self-
concept. The 22 studies of Advanced Placement resuited in ES (Academic) = +.29,
ES (Socislization) = +.24, and ES (Psychological Adjustment) = +.07, suggesting
that there is a modemte academic and socializstion gain but only a trivial improvement in
self-concept. This set of resuits was somewhat surprising, considering the strong evidence
of significant academic gain for ability grouped classes, of which Advanced Placement
might be considered a variation of practice. It is possible that the general measures used
did not reflect the actual leaming that took place in Advanced Placement classes, thereby
Jeading to only a moderate difference in academic achievement and socialization.

The 29 studies of Early Admission to College were included in this synthesis
also because almost every study reported on large groups of students who participated in
this option of allowing students to skip their last year of high school to enter college early.
A similar pattem to other forms of acceleration was reported: ES (Academic) = +.44, ES
(Socialization) = -.06, and ES (Psychological Adjustment) = +.16, suggesting that
the academic gains of this practice are considerable, but the slightly negative socialization
and smali positive gain in self-concept are insignifican:.

The researcher concluded that for the academic cutcomes of most forms of
acceleration-based grouping, the picture was fairly clear, but for socialization and
psychological outcomes, much still needs to be learned. Rogers (1991) suggested that
there appears to be a paradox in these findings: Acceleration is often regected by
practitioners on socialization or psychological gronnds, when in fact such outcomes have
been scantily researched. It would appear that this synthesis laid to rest two major
misconceptions about acceleration. The first misconception has been that "acceleration is
accelemtion,” that is, all fonms of acceleration are basically the same. As Rogers' study
showed, each of the accelemtive options had a very different pattern of outcomes for gifted
leamers. Hence, individual decisions about accelerating must continue to be the norm,
although more sttention may be placed on matching the child to certain forms of
acceleration, depending upon his/her leaming, social, and psychological characteristics and
needs. The second misconception has been that acceleration may have negative
consequences for gifted leamers. In fact, the synthesis suggested that there were minimal
social and emotional effects for the majority of accelemtive options.

Summary

Just about 30 years ago, the issues surrounding ability grouping of the gified
underwent s debate similar to the one experienced in the late 1980s. In 1962 A. Harry
Passow wrote a classic article for Edicational Forum, entitled "The Maze of the Research
on Ability Grouping.” The maze Passow described has not been greatly transformed nor
has it disappeared since that time, but has, instead, become even more complex. Passow
listed cight difficulties which educators were confronted with in their attempts to generalize
from the research on grouping:
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Studies vary extensively in their scope and pv 2se. Some describe
immediate rather than long-term effects, some u. scribe effects on an
individual leamer while others look at genesal effects upon students in 8
district or state, most focused on math or reading outcomes alone, and very
few assessed grouping effects on personal growth or social development.

Mnmmmwmmmmam
involved from study to study. Dq)mdmguponthestudymmes
have ranged from 6 to over 2,000.

Duration of the grouping treatment varies considerably. The studies have
ranged from immediate assessment of a one-time treatment to
studies of effects of the treatment after students have left the K-12 school

system.

Variation exists in study design and in sample selection. Rarely have siudies
been conducted in which random assignment to treatment and control was
possible, nor have the criteria for designation as "gifted” always been clearly
defined and operationalized; in cases where the definitions were clear, the
usual criterion has been the single score produced on an ‘ntelligence test,
higmydehmuelsmcbwforidmﬁfyinsgifwd\m

lmdeqmmmanomswhmmdemsmabihtygwpedfw
instruction. Few studies have documented actual differences in instructional
process and in materials.

Variation in teacher deployment is evident within this body of studies. In
some cases the same instructors were used for treatment and contro! situations
but in most cases, no artempts were made to equate teachers based on their

skills, knowledge, personal characteristics, and backgrounds.

Differences in how effects were measured contributes to the confusion on
actual outcomes of grouping. Although this is less of a problem today with
the advent of mets-analytical statistical procedures, it is difficult to determine
which measure - a self-rating scale, an observational checklist, a teecher-made
test, a performance-based assessment, a portfolio, or a standardized
achicvement test provides the clearest assessment of academic outcomes.

Few studies have evaluated the effects of grouping on teachers and school
administrators. There is little documnentaiion other than superficial survey
research that grouping really has facilitated differentiated instruction,

While we have acquired a much larger base and can use its quantitative results to

average actoss variations in sample size, study design, criterivn measures, and treatment
duration using the metric of Effect Size, much of what Passow described as the difficulties

in

from this research still holds true today. Even so, it is very clear that the

auduﬁceﬁwuofavmydhngmdshmmmhgwﬂmsfummemom
of enrichment and acceleration ar= ~—=ely beneficial for smdents who are academically
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orinuﬂeeraﬂysimdcrnhnwd. There is o body of evidence that "the research says”

In this section, the general conclusions of the 13 major research synthesis on ability
grouping, cooperative leaming, and acceleration have been preseated. Two figures follow
which visually summarize the syntheses-supported outcomes. Appendix A lists the general
conclusions and evaluates the weaknesses of the 13 research syntheses, and Appendix B
matches research synthesis-supported conclusions to the concerns and assumptions
discussed in Section Two.

42



SECTION FOUR: GUIDELINES FOR SERVING THE NEEDS
OF GIFTED AND TALENTED STUDENTS

The following guidelines are listed, based upon the valid conclusions of the 13
mehsynMesevalthSm'ﬂn'ee. Each guideline will be stated in simple
language, followed by a short discussion of its research-supported rationale. In effect, the

guidelines are listed in rescarch-supported priority.

GUIDELINE ONE: Students who are academically or intellectually
gified and talented should spend the majority of their school day with
others of similar abilities and interests.

Discussion: As the four research syntheses of James and Chen-Lin Kulik showed
(1982, 1984, 1985, 1990), there is a marked academic achievement gain across all subject
areas, as well as a moderate increase in attitude toward the subjects in which these students
are grouped, when the grouping is full-time in differentiated programs (ES=+.33, +.27,
respectively). What form this grouping may take is open: both general intellectual ability
glwpmg(ag.,SchoolWiﬂzhaSchooLG:fdeagnetSchod,m)andgmnpingfw
spccial academic ability (Magnet Schools, etc.) appear to be academically beneficial. A
concern must be raised that the development of such programs, if not established with open
communication about the purposes of the program, may be construed as "elitist.”
Sensitivity to public concerns about equity and equal access to quality education is critical
to the development of such program options. Aleo of concem is the difficulty such an
option presents in very small schools or districts without a large enough number of
students or resources 1o support a full-time homogeneously grouped program.

GUIDELINE TWO: Schools that cannot support a full-time gifted
program (whether demographicsally, economically, or philosophically), the
cluster grouping of approximately one-third of a class load of students
either inteliectually gified or gitied in a similar academic domain (or
domains) will suffice. The classroom "cluster” teacher needs to be
sufficiently trained, given preparation time, and willing to devote a
proportionate amount of classroom time to the direct provision of learning
experiences for the cluster group.

Discussion: As the Kuliks were able to establish in their 1990 synthesis, the mean
Effect Size for within-class grouping of the gifted is +.62, a sizeable academic achievement
gain across all academic areas. This guideline was not listed first in importance due to the
comparatively small number of research studies to support this practice (n=4), It is
estimated that with a comparative sample of 25 studies, as was found with separate gifted
pmgrams, a substantial Effect Size comparable to the full-time special program Effect Size
(+.33) would be more characteristic. Such an option cannot be only partially implemented:
if the "cluster” teacher is not motivated or trained to work with gifted and talented students,
or if the remainder of the class is comprised of extremely demanding or difficult students,
or if the "clustes” curriculum is not appropriarely differentiated, then the academic results
will be lackluster.
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GUIDELINE THREE: In the absence of full-time gified program
enroliment, gifted and talented students might be offered specific group
instruction across grade levels, according to their individual knowledge
acquisition in school subjects, either in conjunction with cluster grouping
or in its stead.

Discussion: Slavin's synthesis, although it did not include gifted and talented
research studies specifically, produced Effect Sizes large enough for the “Joplin Pian" in
reading (ES=+.45, across 13 studies) to suggest that such outcomes might be expected of
bright students in subjects beyond reading when placed in cross-graded situations. The
Kuliks, however, reported a smaller Effect Size (ES=+.23, across 16 studies). Full-time
"cross-grading” might also be considered Nongraded Classroom experiences, which for
the gifted have been found to produce 2 mean academic Effect Size of +.38 (Rogess,
1991). Putting these three sets of findings together makes a good case for th= strength of
this form of educational provision for the gifted.

GUIDELINE FOUR: Students who are gified and talented should be
given experiences involving a variety of appropriate acceleration-based
options, which may be offered to gifted students as a group or on an
individual basis.

Discussion: As the Kuliks pointed out in their meta-analysis that combined several
forms of acceleration, gifted sccelerates showed an achicvemnent gain of ES = +.88 over
ﬂxckgxﬁednmmmwlsmdamﬂgmn(ﬂ=+05)mmmgﬁedo&deram
controls. RogasfmndmbsmﬁalaﬂmﬂcgﬁmfmSofdefmofawelmﬁm
which may be implemented as small group strategies: Nongraded Classrooms (ES =
+.28), Curriculum Compaction (ES = +.45), Grade Telescoping (ES = +.56), Subject
Acceleration (ES = +.49), and Early Admission to College (ES = +.44). The sixth option,
Advanced Placement, was close to a substantial academic gain at ES = +.29.

GUIDELINE FIVE: Students who are gifted and talented should be
given experiences which involve various forms of enrichment that extend
the regular school curriculum, leading to the more complete development of
concepts, principles, and generalizations. This enrichment could be
provided within the classroom through numerous curriculum delivery
models currently used in the field, or in the form of enrichment pullout
programs.

Discussion: Vaughan's meta-analysis of studies involving enrichment pullout
programs showed substantial academic gains, ranging from +.32 10 +.65 in the specific
areas for which experiences were provided in the pullout program. The opportunities
offered in such programs can be effectively delivered within the classroom, as well as
through the variety of enrichment models that have been developed in the past two decades.

GUIDELINE SIX: Mixed-ability Coopersative Learning should be
used sparingly, perhaps only for social skills development programs.

Discussion: Robinson's (1990) exhaustive search of the literature was unable to
uncover any well-designed research to substantiate academic achievement gains for gifted
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jearners when placed in cooperative settings with students of mixed ability. Slavin's
concemn about the "Robin Hood Effect,” the slight rise in achievement for

leamers must take precedence until a solid body of research has been established to: (1)
counteract Slavin's concemn; and (2) provide evidence that homogeneous cooperative
groups produce mare academic effect than heterogeneous cooperative groups or than
WﬁqMMamﬁMmmmmmm
competitive. etc.).
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Appendix A  Meta-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues

“Rescarch Synthesis Inclusion/Exclusion  Numberof  Conclusions Drawn “Wesaknesses In Synthesis
Criteria Studies

GROUPING FOR ENRICHMENT
Kulik & Kulik (1982) . Quantitative results 52 For Secondary Students: 1. Combined between class
camps“f Seeon&ry; 2 studies only s mn.of tive mmm ®

ngon "

s’ . Initial equivalence of 2. Achievghunof ability 2. Inflated means ES across all
Meta- of mu stndents significant when mk\rdsbymtegmﬁng
Evaluation Findings ability grouped studies with multi

. Subjects taught to all 3. Grouped students, all ability
comparative groups levels, significantly more 3. NOuemmdmanm
positivew about control (5-37 + weeks)
4. No effectof "tracking” on
self- crsuimge
toward
Gamoran & Berends . Surveyor For Secondary Students: 1. Method of study selection
(1987) cthnographic studies survey(lo 1. Swmdents in academic (high) not described: not all
"The Effects of only data sets ) tracks more likely to plan on ble studies may be
Soodany Sehools: i shmogmphic 2. e in o 2. Consideration of controlled
c survey course contro
Synthesis of Survey and acceptable enroliment not tracking studies in addition to survey
Ethnogrsphic Research” accounts for differences in and hic studies
: achievernent would have the

o0

issues better
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Appendix A Meta-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues

Criteria Sﬁmdiw D i Synfhests
, 3. In survey research, tacking
Gamoran & Berends has little overall effect on
% o mmnﬂw
ects ects not adequately
gecondaxySci:ools. 4. In h,
: . TeSearc
Synthesis of Survey and differences in
Ethnographic Research” instructional but with
(Continued) no meaningful substantiation

of significant difterences




Appendix A  Meta-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues

“Research Synthesis Inclusion/Exclusion Numberor _ Conclusions Drawn Weaknesses i Synthesis
Criteria Studies
Slavin (1990) 1. Treatment/control 29 1. Attributes no differences in
“Achievement Effects of studies only 1. Nodifferencesin achievement to effects of
Ability Grouping in 2. Standardized achievement between but attributes
SecondnySMs. A achievement results tracked and nontracked effects of
ml students Saved and low
Syndmis 3. equivalence of . Nodifferences in Mevmtocmm
achievement when students (teacher, materials, etc.)
established cross-graded or not, or 2. Majority of studies are dated
4. Treatment at Jeast 1 when within-class grouped 3. Standardized tests may not
5 AleastBSd vt m ghtmm
. At treatment tan
vs. 3 control
teachers
6 gosmdiesgfspecial
" classes or low
achievers: multi-
track studies only
Kulik & Kulik (1984) 1. Quantitative results 31 1. Combined between class
"Effects of Ability 2. 'l‘tuune;tﬂ;omd and within-class studics as
Grouping on Elementary studies one practice
School Pupils: A Meta- 3. Initial equivalence of 2. No treatment duration
Analysis” m control (16-108 weeks)
4. Subjects “taught” to
all compantive




Appendix A  Meta-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues

“Kescarch Synthesis Inclusion/Exclusion Numberof  Conclusions Drawn Weaknesses in Synthesis

Criteria Studies

S}:vin (1987) and 1. 'huune:'lv;onuol u 4 1. U attribution: i
Student Achievementin 2. Standandized "tracking” achievement to effects of
mmy Swgols: A achievement results 1‘ bmatuibuot?

3. uliu%lynaleqﬁvnlmof 15%} 2. Signi achievemnent grouping of gified and
comparatives 8 "within- ects for cross-grade special ed. students to
established class”™) in reading context in group (teacher,

4. Treatment at least 1 3 achievement curriculum materials)
semester for within-class . Majority of studies are dated

5. 3treatmentvs. 3 mm . Standardized tests may not
control teachers 4. results on have reflected what was
(classrooms) effects of g for aciually taught

6. No studies of gifted specific sub
or low achievers;
multi-track studies
only



Appendix A  Meta-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues

“Researrh Suzihests Inclusion/Excluston Namber of  Conclusions Drawn Weaknesses in Synthesis
Criteria Studies
Kulik & Kulik (1985) 1. "Tracking” studics 85 For Elementarv/ 1. No treatment dization
Aumym"m 2. Covantintive resuis oty e rcking 2. Nom O sty ool
gon . Ve ] g 2. Nosize ' CONtro
Achievement and Self- 3. Treatment/comtrol 45 small, positive in multi-track
Esteem” studies only secondary) stud'es
4. Initial equivalence of 2. General achievement zffects
comparatives in honors
esta. lished significant, su tial
5. Subjects "taught” to 3. Small, positive differences
all comparative in achievement in remexdial
groups
4, gnnll,negﬂiveeﬁ‘ecsm
sdfmoﬂ:‘%\amd
average ability and :mall,
low abily in s sack
trac
studies
5. Nodiﬁ?;:minself-
esteem for honors programs
6. Small, positive effects on
self-estcem in remedial
programs
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Appendix A  Meta-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues

“Research Synthesis Mdmon ?nmberf Conclusions Drawn Weaknesses in Synthesis
Knlik&Kuhk(lDDO) 1. Inter-Class studies 49 nuiti- Fot Elementary/ 1. No treatment duration
"Ability Grouping and only track studies  Secondary Students: control (9 weeks - 4 years)
Gifted Students” 2. Quantitativeresults 1S within- 1. General benefitsof ability 2. No size of study weighting
3. Treamment/control  class studies WMmulﬁ-mck or control
studies only 25 gifted udics was small, positive
4. Initial equivalence of mn with high achievers having
comparatives significantly hi
5. Subjects “taught” to 4 within- achievement than
all comparative class gifted ’ osgfﬂgmups in ot
groups . -esteem effects ti-
m track studies were small,
16 cross- negative, with low achievers
graded havinssis'ﬂﬁmm.mu
studies effect
3.mm. e, positive ffecton
s tsn::lat}i’mksmdhs
. positive effect on
attitude toward school in
multi-track studies
5. Moderate, positive effect on
achievement in within-class
multi-track studies
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“Research Synthesis Inclusion/Exclusion Number of _ Conclusions Drawn

Studies

“Weaknesses in Synthesis

)
Gifted Students” ’
(Continued)

10.

11.
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Appendix A  Meta-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues

“Rescarch Synthesis Inclusion/Exclusion ~ Number ol Conclusions Drawn Weakncsses in Synthesis
Criteria Studies
Vau (1990) 1. Treatment/Control 9 For Elementary/ 1. Too few studies included
"Megm of Pull- mmm Secondary Students: 2. N?expﬂmﬁmfnrmmomcs
out Programs in Gifted 2. in 1. Large, positive achicvement measured: Were they
Education” effects for gifted students in indicative of what occurred
mimathnofﬂ ﬁ e el in program?
3. injmim nm effects for pull-out
time in
mgularnt':hssmom 3. m;nsiﬁvemﬁvity
effects for pull-out

4. Small, self-cencept
effects for pull-out programs
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“Research Synthesis ~ Inclusion/Exclusion Numberof  Conclusions Drawn — Weaknesses in Synthesis
: Criteria Studies -
GROUPING FOR COOPERATION
Johnson, Johnson, & 1. Treatment/control . No control over treatment
"Inm-*pug;g)md mzégm” M meﬂm‘gglogy lem
or
Heuo‘;um coopemive, :gmogeneom ﬁ . 2 qu m‘ty
not
mmm competitive, populations) always mbgrows
Individuals: A individualistic 3. Eqmlmtoconmm £
Theoretical Formulation 2. No exclusion due to positive taughtlnmessednotalways
and a Meta-Analysis of poor methodology or ic comparative
the Research” quality
3. thA:;luiean 3. %m 4, W’%ﬁm ]
studies only measures 0
m , relinbility
'mmshﬂmosemus 5. ty of studies were
studen Johnsons' own work
6. Individualistic groups not
m opportunity to
but on
mc':mupmv::l

bb
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Appendix A  Meta-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues
“Rescarch Synthesis ~ Inclusion/Exclusion Numberof  Conclusions Drawn Weaknesses In Synthesis
Criteria Studies
Johnson, Maryama, 1. Treatment/control 122 For Elementary/ 1. No control for treatment
Johnson, Nelson & Skon studies included at mmﬁm duration, sample size,
mdw ek ' xmd“ ’ lg?e, 2 mfmﬁmmwlﬁmtl{md
structures: .
and cooperative, wﬁﬁwm Johnsons' own
Goal competitive, /achievement 3. Not all studies were of
Achicvemers: A Mets :ﬁmvewim 2 g for ;mdesin
younger
Analysis” competition cooperative treatments
s 2. Noexclusiondue to
poor methodology or
quality
3. North American
studiesonly
Slavin (1990) 1. Initial equivalence of 68 For Elementary/ 1. Duration condition excluded
" ve Learning comparative groups : majority of rival form of
and 2. Treatment duration Student Team Leamning cooperative learning studies
Achievement” of:tmzobom m;fwopunﬁon
or 4§ weeks produce significant,
> groups had to study effects when compared
fo to
same material other forms of cooperative ,
4. Asscssment had to m
cover . accountability as
taught to all element of
comparative groups when combined
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Research Synthesis Inclusion/Exclusion  Numberof ___ (Conclusions Drawn Weaknesses in Synthesis
Criteria Studies

GROUPING FOR ACCELERATION

Kulik & Kulik (1984) 1. Quantitative results 26 For Elementary/ 1. A effects across
"Effects of Accelerated 2. Treatment/control
Instruction on Students” comparison with 1. Accelerates produced 2. Did not include studies from

e igmmeprey  mabindn.d

70

71

Ly



Appendix A  Meta-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues

“Research Synthesis Inclusions/Exclusion  Numberof  Conclusions Drawn Weaknesscs in Synthesis
Criteria Studies
(1991) 1. Quantitative results 314 For Elementary/ 1. No focus on individual
"A Best-Evidence 2. All quantitative study Early Secondary Students; responses/effects of
Synthesis of the Research designs (rank Entanceto 1. All forms of acceleration accelemative decisions
on Types of Accelerative ordered) School =68 - except Advanced Placement, 2. No studies represent several
g for Gifted 3. mwbeemducwd Grade Concurrent Enroliment, socialization or for
ents” gifted samples g Combined Accelerated psychological categories
=3 Ogm;pgdwedlmge some forms of acceleration
Nongraded ac t effects, 3. No focus on college
Classrooms Advanced Placement, accelerative options: K-12
=20 Concurrent Enrollment, only

a?ade 2. Grade produced
Telescoping large, socialization
=28 effect; Grade Telescoping
Concurrent and Advanced Placement
Enrollment produced moderte,
=36 socialization; Early
Subject to School i small
=21 man and Concurrent
Advanced Enrollment trivial
Placement positive
=22 Admission to ge and
Mentorships Combined Accelerative
72 =13 Options produced trivial
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“Research Synthesis Inclusions/Exclusion ~ Numberof  Conclusions Drawn "Weaknesses in Synthesis
R om(l”l) 3. Concurrent Enrollment and
Syntheaisofmekeseamh o3 m\m ol e

Types of Accelerative mw justment effects. Small
w for Gified Accelemtion ﬁﬂw effects for Early
Options =15 5 trance uﬁ School, Grade
Admission toE(gA{ege,
Combined Acceleration
(gects Snall negative
Telmof;rin; ;}: Subject
Acceleration
75
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Research-Supported Conclusions Concerning Grouping Issues

Issuc Conclusion Research Support Representative Statemnents
Achievement Substantial Research Syntheses: "The evidence is clear that high-aptitude m‘ﬁﬂi
benefits for achicvement Kulik&l(nlik(lm benefit academically from that separate
gified Jeamers gain 1984, 1985, 1990), instruction for them. benefits are positive but
Vaughan(l990) small when gischne of a broader program
ke that specinll mf::d mdgt:inin
programs that are y
ulik & Kulik, 1990, p. 191)
Achievement losses  No difference in ”g\ "Ability grouping had only trivial effects on the achievement
for average and achievement Slavin (1 1990), ofavmgeandbclowmpm the effect of
slow leamers tracked or not Ku!ik&Kuhk(l982, m bmmonmeadaiemmdavmgem
tracked 1984, 1985, 1990), average students; it is not
Gamoran & Berends (1987) (Kulik & Kulik, 1982, pp. 425-426)
Gruuping inflates In multi-track Research Syntheses: "... [Skchool programs g special treatment for
self-esteem of grouping, self- Kulik & Kulik (1982, mmmmmm The talented
gifted, decreases esteem of gified and  19£4, 1985, 1990), students who are in these programs almost invariably gain
self-esteem of decreases  Vaughan (1990) from them, and they do not become smug or
average, low slightly, increases self: as a result of their lfanyﬂnng,
students tly for low talented siudents may become
. 1n honors their abilities when mmghtinhmnomns
and remedial gups . This meta-analysis provided little suppon for
progmms, self-esteem common belief that pmgmmshave
increases slightly effects on slower learners. contrary, we found ...

gmupin "oﬁenhelpedmimmveﬂcnlf-esteanof
o (Kulik & Kulik, 1985, p. 4)
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Appendix B Research-Supported Conclusions Conceming Grouping Issues

Issue Conclusion Research Support Representative Statsments
Cooperative Substantial Research S : "Ovenll, the effects of cooperative leaming on achievement
leaming benefits achievement gain Jmmm are tive: 49 of the 68 comparisons were
all leamers’ for specific fooms  Johnson, Nelson & Skon m ); only 8 (12%) favored the coatrol group.
achievement m (1981) , @ look ... reveals that different leaming
Slavin (1990) methods vary widely in achievement effects. "
results for gifted Study: (Slavin, 1990, p. 18)
Robinson (1990) "To summarize, the effects of cooperative leaming on
talented students are difficult to assess. First they are not
the of interest. Thus, few studies have explicitly
iden them, described them in the sample or
analyzed outcomes by clearly defined
subgroups.” (Robinson, 1990, p. 19)
Cooperative Inconsistent effects  Studies only: (n=11) "... [T]he evidence cooperative leaming and self-
leamning improves  reported discussed in Slavin (1990), eswemismtcompmnsbtdymdsmmmtheeffemd
self-concept for all Johnson, Johnson, & eoopuadvelemuingmsﬂdmtself—es@mmpmbablg
leamners Maruyama (1983) to the settings in which they were obtained:; it

to imagine a dramatic change in such a central
ofsm&nu'psyMogimlmakeupﬁomaninmmﬁoﬁf
only a few weeks' duration.” (Slavin, 1990, p. 44)
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Appendix B

Research-Supported Conclusions Concerning Grouping Issues

Conclusion Research Support Representative Statements
Acceleration Most forms of Research § " ['l‘h]xssmdyhasshownthmthmmnnnimalsocialand
produces social and  acceleration (1991), emﬁumlcﬁeclsforﬂmmoﬁtvmmﬁve S.
small positive social & Kulik (1934) (Rogers, 1991, p. 201)
maladjustment for  and
gifted leamers gains. Some forms
socialization and
psychological gains
Teachers Inconclusive
benefits of
enrichment for
gifted, all leamers
Teachers' Inconsistent reports  Research Syntheses: "Accadmg to Keddie (1971), teachers supposed that the
expectations differ Gamoran & Berends (1987) everyday meanings m:;pumnmalwa clear to
for different Study: Oakes (1985, 1990) students in low
ability groups; Finley (1984) common-knowledge mfmtioninlow—suumclasses
underestimate of low High-stream students rarely asked about these
ability competence meanings. ’l‘here,mhm the simple ideas were

broader, more complex concepts.”
(Gamoran & Berends, 1987, p. 423)
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Appendix B Research-Supported Conclusions Concerning Grouping Issues

Issue Conclusion Research Support Representative Statements o
Low ability students  No difference in Research Syntheses: “This meta-analysis provided little support for the common
lower own achicvement Slavin (1987, 1990), Wmatmngpmgtamshvc effects on
upecmﬁmfi:rm Slight gain ir Kulik&!s&nﬁk(lmillg_;)) slower learners. Cn the contrary. that
performance remedial programs  Gamoran & Berends hﬂw oﬁulhclpedtoxmpmve
ability tracks discusses specific study -esteem of leum may
only havcalsohx!smallposiﬁveeﬁemm achievement.”
(Kulik, 1985, p. 6)
Sclf-esteem of low Self-memof low  Research Syntheses: "... [O]verall self-esteem findings for honors, XYZ, and
and ability immu Kulik & Kulik (1985, remedial ... shows ... that the 6 groupin ind
students sli@dy -csteem  1990) Wmmnyfammsmdmts a
in tracked classes of average decreases effect on their self-esteem. The 15 XYZ programs
slightly alsohadamysxmﬂmﬂeffect,bmﬂlmwasatenduwy

fweﬂ'ectstobeposmwmthebwabilitympsm

- finally, the 3 studies of remedial programs provided
addiﬂomlevidencematinmucdonmhommmmps
has positive effects on the self-esteem of slow learners.”

(Kulik & Kulik, 1990 p. 191)
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Appendix B Research-Supported Conclusions Concerning Grouping Issues v

Issue Conclusion Research Support Representative Statements

Teachers expectall  Achievement gai Research S : "While both the motivational and the cognitive theories

children to leam for majority Johnson, support the achievement benefits of coopemtive learning,

same amountand  learners. Johnson, Nelson & Skon there is one important pitfall that must be avoided if

proacademic peer Inconclusive on (1981), [it} is to be instructionally effective. If not properly

nonms achievement of Slavin (1990) constructed, cooperative g methads can allow for the

when tsare  gifted mlohnmchg9 "ﬁ'ee-ridg"megfwt.in(&hichm membmml or

osoperatively es on ue, Or most work leaming) others go along

grouped but only lm the ride.” (Slavin, 1990, p. 16)
['lhc]ogallcﬁectss?:dassumgeﬁdemfwg

({ (Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson, &
kon, 1981, p. 58)

"The comparisons made in the literature are limited by the
on basic skill cutcomes, the selection of the
classroom rather than provisions more suited to
talented students as the control, and the implementation of
the individualistic condition comparison ”%
puni‘shinﬁi These characteristics of ihe limit its

app ty to talented students.” (Robinson, 1990, p. 19)
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Appendix B

Research-Supported Conclusions Concemning Grouping Issues

Issue Conclusion Research Suppornt Representative Statements
i Inconsistent Studies only (n=11) See previous quote on self-esteem (Slavin, 1990, p. 44)
leuningtﬁo(hm research reports discussed in Slavin (1990)
m -esteem and Johnsoa, 9J§3!;nsm, &
group Maruyama
members, according
to teacher
expectations
Teachers expect Gified accelerates Research Syntheses: "Although reviews of the outcomes of acceleration have been
accelerated children At same Kulik & Kulik (1984), consistently positive among researchers, perceptions of its
to have ascomparable Rogers (1991) efﬁcug;lavebeenmhdynegaﬁvemgpmﬁﬁmm
in higher grade older-age classmates and school administratoss. (Rogers, 1991, p. 5)
Teachers expect Gifted accelemates Research Syntheses: "There was no evidence of consistent positive or negative
decrease in self- maintain andeven  Kulik & Kulik (1984), effects from acceleration on popularity, adjustment, or
esteem of accelerates self- Rogers (1991) student participation in school activities,”
esteem for most (Kulik & Kulik, 1990, p. 190)
of acceleration
forms See previous quote, (Rogers, 1991, p. 201)
§6 57



Appendix B Research-Supported Conclusions Concerning Grouping Issues

Issue Conclusion Research Support Representative Statements
Low-ability tracks  Membership counts  Studies only: "Taken together, these results do not suggest that teachers
contain dis- are fairly accurate, Oakes(l985 1990) are iliegitimately influenced by Mls'raceinmahnggmup
proportionate Placement counselors Dusek & (1983) decisions, hism matblackpu]ﬂls
gmddimd:inmgedty mmyhafv; ﬁall (19%5 1986) y (1583) m justmthey inwd the
" er as movu'-xepm in
students; high- performance that gmﬂmdm&omlmhofhighschools. ltisalso
disproportionate cor but M%(mh ability) are related
as are to
numbers of white  placement decisions TaCe. mmy,hmmthy
class aremadeon gomntemdduaﬁons(mhas behavior,
students. Stereo-  performance conditions at home) have similar (though weaker)
types affect data, not relationships with that variable. What 3eems to be incorrect,
placement decisions  stereotypes. however, is the assertion that any of these relations arc a

result of children's race. Rmherthissmdyw that the

association of race with ... group assignments is primarily
an artifact of its association with achievement.”

(Haller, 1985, p. 480)
Tracking creates Inconclusive Studies only: "In contrast to the este~m in which high-track classes are
group bicmrehy: Onks (1265 1990 cvidcoce docs not demonsiets ok Tacking coatss
group ; not cIeates
social stigma is Ptga%lmn & differences in students' attitudes and
laced on slower Smson(l%S)suggest corresponding to differences in the meaning of
ﬂarmm term friendships of tracks."”

mformedudﬂﬂngrwps (Gamoran & Berends, 1987, p. 430)




Appendix B Research-Supported Conclusions Conceraing Grouping Issues

lssue' Conclusion Research Suppont Representative Statements
m:i'mof Inconclusive Studies only: "The view of schools as meritocratic institutions where,
i Oakes (1985, 1990) is ngnrdlessdmcemclass,musesmdmtswiﬂlmc‘dght
differences is discussant. are given a neutral environment where they can rise
undemocratic; in Gamoran & tomewpisunedhmqnesmnbymmdings Every-
allows some to Berends' synthesis (1987)  where we turn we see the likelihood of in-school barriers to
get ahead cannot be attributed to mobility for capable poor and minority students.
tracking alone mmmdmlmmchulytowmkagninsnhem,
resulting in their placement in
Wedbgfdw they are msnd
m(%akg 1985, p. 134)
Cooperative Substantial positive  Research Syn "... [Clooperation tends to promote more positive attitudes
leaming promotes  gains in cross-ethnic Johnm.)ohnm& betweenmajuityand students than does inter-
cross-ethnic attitudes Maruyama (1983), personal competition ... or efforts.”
attitudes Slavin (1990 (Johnson, Johnson & Maruyama, 1983, pp. 16-17)
Cooperative leaming  Substantial positive  Research Syntheses: "l‘hemearchmeoopenﬁvelemingmdmlaﬁom between
promotes positive gainsmammdes Johnson, Johnson, & academically handicapped and normal-progress students
attitudes towsrd toward handicapped Maruyama (1983), wymm leaming can overcome
handicapped Slavin (1990) Mcﬁonbummesnmms”

(Slavin, 1990, p. 43)
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Appendix B Research-Supported Conclusions Conceming Grouping Issues

Issue Conclusion Research Support Representative Statements
Cooperative Inconclusive Studies only: "The sent to bright students is: The will do
lecaming Johnson&!ohnson better only if everyone in it does better. You
gifted 10 deal newsletter (1991) contribute to the group, the most you can ... Perhaps we
with all levels of discusses this. Refers to %MH@:Mnmwm
of society 9 studies, but only 1 can be but we further demand do so in socially
located. acceptable, unobtrusive ways ... telawddisadvan.‘age
Smith, Johnson & Johnson isthaxmeemphsisonnlcnwdm:sasms
(1982) educators to take a utilitarian view of them. In other
we may come to value them only for their achievement and
dnirmﬂeiuhmwoﬂ:m mesemrolesthatfall

smedbyubﬂce&mﬁmmeym
shouldbeheldnommorkssmmtauemanm
(Robinson, l990,p.21)

Teachers interact No significant Research Syntheses: "Another le expla *ion for weak and consistent

differently with differences in Gm&ands(l987) is that al. wgh instruction varies between

students in instructional quality Discussed in studies: mmmmmwmﬁmmy

different tracks or learning time Oakes (1985) whmcompmedaotheomllsimilmtyof
can be documented  Finley (1984) instmctionmaﬂlevels.

Sorenson & Hallinan (1986) {Gamoran & Berends, 1987, p. 425)
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Appendix B Research-Supported Conclusions Concerning Grouping Issves

Issue ‘ Conclusion Research Support Representative Statements
Low aNlity No significant Research Syntheses: "Summarizing the findings, we found patterns
instruction is differences in Gamoran & Berends (1987) of instructional differences amqgmhigh-mckclasses v
generally un- instructional Discussed in studies: the ethnographic literature provides guidance for
challenging and wdegree  Oakes (1985) judging when between-track differences should be
maﬁmy of Finley (1984) considered meaningful, and when are trivial.”

is reception can be (Gamoran & , 1987, p. 426)
challenging and documented
active
High ability tracks  Some indication that Research Syntheses: "Smdemsinacadunwh'acksmmlikelytoplanon
hmmm"high" this occurs, but there Gamm&Bumds(ws‘l) attending college and more likely to enroll ...
. stams” knowledge; mmabout Discussed in studies: (Gamoran&ands, 1987, p. 418)
low ability tracks thiscanbe Oakes (1985, 1990)
receive vorational  attributed to "The knowledge presented in high-track classes in math
knowledge grouping per se as in English was what we d call ‘high status'; it was

highlyvaluedmmeculmmdmmyformm
higher education ... In contrast, low-track classes focused
Fmaﬁagmdeonbasicwmpumdomlshllsmdmﬂmeuc
in essence, whﬂethemmwasoenmnly useful,
almost none of it was of the high-status
( , 1985, p. 77)




Appendix B Research-Supported Conclusions Concerning Grouping Issues
Issue Conclusion Research Support Representstive Statements
"Better” tvachers Inconclusive Studies only: m have more detailed information on
rewarded with high Discussed in Oakes (1985) diff ... moreover, teachers reputed
track classes to be more skilled and successful are more often located in
chsmmummmmm
i are 1o cause persistent effects on
student achivvement an untested question.”
(Gamoran & Eerends, 1987, p. 431)
Whole group No differences in Research Syntheses: "Because coverage is likely o be of benefit
instruction results  achievement for Gmmn&Bmds(l%ﬂ to high achievers while high mustery is of greatest benefit
in high instructional whole gicup, mixed  Slavin (1987) to low achievers, resolving the dilemma as
quality of all ability : mommdedbymmlmdngmeuimisﬁﬂ{m
leamers concem about 'RobinHood‘eﬂ‘ectasabypmduct tis
"Robin Hood Effect” to note that the coverage vs, inastery dilemma
- decrease in high ts in gll whole-class, paced instruction, and the
achiever's ‘Robin Hood'’ effect may ucedin traditional
pe:fmmmce slight instruction.” (Slavin, 1987, p. 206)
mcrease in low
achievers
Inconsistent Research Syntheses: "Ability grouping is to increase student

aﬁlityhcizyvum

is easier on teachers

Gamoran & Berends (1987)
Kulik & Kulik (1990)
Slavin (1987)

achievement primarily by reducing the heterogeneity
of&eclasswhsmcﬁowponp.makingitpossiblefmthe
teacher to provide instruction that is neither 1oo

hard for most students.” (Slavin, 1987, p. 299
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Appendix B _Research-Supported Conclusions Concerning Grouping Issuss

High track groups  Inconclusive Research § wma’&mammmmmmm
:héﬁmmm Dism?nsmdy' (1587) %ﬁwmm class frequeml
; terrupt more y.
track groups are Oakes (1985) Students in low-ability classes seem Bgi‘:g
more disharmonious ymfail,dwyﬁskmuchmuebyu'yin 998“&“5
the appearance that they care.” (§ahes,l )
Accelerates are Small positive gain  Research Synthesis: See previous quote, (Rogers, 1991, p. 201)
social misfits in socializationare  Rogers (1991)
noted for most forms
of acceleration
More social Inconclusive Research Syntheses: "Cooperative learning experiences, compared with
eohesion. Yes: Johnson, Johnson & emxpeﬁtiwmdindividmlisﬁcexpuiamhawbem
andpositi ID:I’ S ém)(IM) l&d,mi?&pwdb;m& thatr)ﬂ:er
ve ot Sure: nts,
:EJ ~concept when students care about how much one learns, and that other
cooperatively students want to help one leam."
grouped (Johnson Johnson, Maruyama, 1983, p. 33)

See previous quote. (Slavin, 1990, p. 44)




